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LONDON, NOVEMBER 12, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


We cypenrstanp that, following the suggestion which we made 
last week, steps are being taken for arranging a meeting between 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society and delegates from 
the country law societies for the purpose of deciding upon a joint 
communication to the Lord Chancellor on the subject of the Laud 
Transfer Bill, which it is believed will be re-introduced early next 
session. 


Tne 1RANsrer of a hundred actions to Mr. Justice Kexewicn fot 
the purposes of trial or hearing only was published on Mon lay 
last, and we print it in another column, together with a list of the 
actions arranged in the order in which they were set down, and 
consequently the order in which they will be put in the paper. 


Dvrine THe HEARING of lunacy petitions in Court of Appeal No. | 
2 on Monday last, Lord Justice Corron said that petitions for the 
appointment of new trustees ought to contain an express state ment 


of the section or sections of the Trustee Acts under which it is 
proposed that the order asked for should be made. 


Mr. Danret Watrer Rorr has been appointed by the Lord 
Chancellor to be twelfth Chancery Registrar, to fill the vacancy 
occasioned by the retirement of Mr. Kine. Mr. Ror, who is a 


nephew of the Jate Lord Justice Rot, was appointed to a clerk- | section 45 of the Copyhold Act, 1887, it is provided that the above- 


| mentioned section of the Conveyancing Act ‘shall not apply to 
| land of copyhold or cust: mary tenure vested in the tenant on the 


ship in the Registrar's office by Lord Chancellor Carrs in December, 
1868. 


Tue Loxps Justices of Appeal have at length issued a notice | 


for the regulation of applications for the standing over of appeals, 
which applies to both divisions of the court. It will be seen from 
a copy of tke notice, which we print elsewhere, that if a case is 
four days out of the paper, the application will be laid before a 
member of the court. If it is likely to come into the paper within 
four days, the application must be made to the court itself. 


Loxp Jvsticz Liyptey is suffering from a severe attack of gout, 
ard has been ordered by his medical advisers to take a week’s 
rest. In consequence of his absence the Court of Appeal No. II. 
had on Thursday last in its daily list all the interlocutory appeals 
then ready for hearing. It is anticipated that, as soon as the 
hearing of these is completed, Sir James Hannen will assist in 
meking up the number of three judges for this court! 


Ir 1s unpERsToop that the Council of the Incorporat.d Law 
Scciety are engaged in collecting from the provincial law 
societies information as to whether any provision exists in the 
various provincial centres for the education of articled clerke, or 
whether any desire for the establishment of some system for that 
purpose exists, either eamcng the eclicitors or the articled clerks in 
each lccality. We do not know the purport of the answers (if 





| ments, 





any) which have been received, but 1 we believe that a circular with 
the same object was sent out some years ago, and that the 
suggestion was, on the whole, not favourably received; the 
answer in most instances being that no system existed and that 
the establishment of lectures and classes would not be attended 
with success. There was, however, we think, a strong desire for 
some system of local legal education expressed i in some places, such 
as Birmingham, Liverpool, and Newcastle, and lectures and 
classes have now been established in those centres and are 
apparently attended with much success. Thisis a step in the right 
direction, but there are other localities where, if the system were 
tried, it would prove very useful to articled clerks, and, if worked 


on the excellent plan adopted at Liverpool, would be likely to 
succeed. 





A terrer from Mr. Hewrrr on the subject of registration of 
title, which we print elsewhere, renders it necessary for us to 
make one further remark in explanation of the views maintained 
in our three recent articles on the subject of compulsion. The 
opinion we hold, and which we tried to express, is shortly thie, 
that, if only a minority—it only a small minority even—of solici- 
tors are prepared to advise voluntary registration, then, if the 
system is a good one, it will succeed quite quickly enough without 
compulsion. Of course the majority (a3 always) are distrustful of 
change, but if a lead is once given, and if the results are satis- 
factors—still more if the Government take reasonable pains to 
apprise the public of the fact—all the rest will follow. We would 
also point out that the suggestion made in the last paragraph but 
one of Mr. Hewirr’s letter (and with which we fully concur) can 
be carried out under the proposed system without special mention. 
The suggestion is a form of ‘ qualified title,” it is, in fact, the 
first case suggested in section 9 of the Act of 1875. The late 
Bill added power to apply directly for a qualified title. Under 
the present rules, however, the procedure is practically adapted to 
have the same effect—a formal application is made for absolute 
title, and the registrar suggests a qualified title suitable to the 
needs of the case. 





Tae atrention of practitioners should be called to the partial 


| repevl of section 30 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, effected by 
| section 45 of the Copyhold Act of Jast session (50 & 51 Vict. c. 73). 
| The above-mentioned section of the Conveyancing Act provides, as 
| we all know, for the devolution of trust and mortgage estates on 


death to the personal representatives. This section included copy - 
holds which are ‘‘an estate or interest of inheritance” in ‘ tenc- 
” and its practical effect was to make the personal represen- 
tatives devisces of trust and mortgage estetes in them. But ty 


court rolls of any manor upon any trust or by way of mortgage.’’ 
Upon this repeal we have to remark, first, that it is questionable 
whether so important a statute as the Conveyancing Act should le 
altered without fuller discussion than the Copyhold Act seems to 
have received on this point. And, secondly, that it admits of no 
manner of doubt that a change of this kind, coming into effect 


| immediately on the passing of the Copyhold Act, on the 16th of Sep- 


tember last, will give rise to grave inconvenience. The print of the 
Act could nct be obtained for some time after it came into operation, 
and further time is requisite to enable the repeal to be generally 
known in the profession. Meanwhile testators have been making 
their wills, and perhaps personal representatives have been ecting, 
in reliance on the provision of the Conveyancing Act. Would it 
uot be desirable that there should be a Standing Order of both 
Houses of Parliament that every Bill brought in by a private 
member shall contain a clause (which in proper cases might be 
struck out in committee) providing that the Act shall not take 
effect until the ist of January following its passing ? 





Mr. Justick Kay has this week resumed his attempts to quicken 
the happily almost s‘illborn provision of the R 8.C., 1883, ord. 65, r. 
11. This provision has the advantage of enabling a judge, i in “*TC- 
ferring the matter to a taxing officer for inquiry and report,” to in- 


; dulge ‘in the most sweepirg remarks on matters which have yet to be 


— 
oe 
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nvestigated. Thus, in the case referred to (Brown v. Burdett), 
Mr. Justice Kay is reported to have said ‘That an action 
to administer a small estate should be begun in 1875 and should 
drag on till now, and that the only result of it up to the present 
time should be that the plaintiff had got £600 in costs, was a state 
of things which would be a scandal to the courts of any 
country. No wonder that the name of the Court of Chancery 
had become odious in the ears of this nation.” The learned 
judge obviously conld not conceive any explanation of the sup- 
posed “scandal.” He may have forgotten, but solicitors have not 
forgotten, that about the end of the year 1882 he made some very 
similar observations, coupling with them, however, some remarks 
on the ‘gross negligence or incompetence’’ of solicitors in ad- 
ministration actions, which we observe were not repeated on the 
present occasion. He discovered in an administration action a bill 
of costs exceeding in amount a sum of £700 remaining in court. 
He forthwith denounced this as ‘‘a shocking scandal,” and, although 
rule 11 was not yet enacted, he did the best he could to attain the 
object of that rule by directing the costs to be ‘‘ very carefully 
taxed.” This, we presume, was done, and the case came before 
Mr. Justice Cuirry, a few months afterwards (March 10, 1883), to 
be finally disposed of. It then appeared that the testator whose 
estate was being administered had died nearly forty years before, 
and that the amount of the costs was explained by the many 
claims of a hostile character which had been made. And Mr. 
Justice Curry took occasion to explain his views as to the 
‘‘shocking scandal” in the following terms :—“‘ It often happened 
that the wishes of clients to press their rights led to great expense, 
which solicitors had no means of avoiding consistently with the 
discharge of their duty to their clients. In this case it was clear, 
from the taxing master’s certificate, that the costs, though large, 
had been properly incurred by the solicitors, and there was no 
ground for any observations upon their conduct.” 


As HAS OFTEN been observed, a solicitor has no more difficult 
and delicate duty to perform than to conduct the negotiations 
preliminary to, and to see to the completion of, marriage settle- 
ments. The not infreqnent cases for the rectification of settle- 
ments which come before the courts are a good illustration of this. 
It is extremely inconvenient, both for the solicitors concerned, the 
perties themselves, and the court which has afterwards to decide 
the conflicting rights of parties, that often no satisfactory 
evidence, by means of letters or otherwise, is forthcoming 


settlement on affidavit evidence, and we are told that the learned 
judge remarked that the parties, when in the box, often “ blew 
their affidavits to pieces.” This is, it seems to us, not only a 
reflection on evidence in this particular class of cases, but on 
affidavit evidence generally. 





A coRRESPONDENT has taken alarm at the comprehensive defini- 
tion of ‘‘ workman” inthe Truck Amendment Act, 1887 (50 & 51 
Vict. c. 46), and asks us whether that Act does not make it illegal 
to make a contract with a gardener or gamekeeper to give him a 
cottage? The 4th section of the Act provides that nothing in the 
Truck Acts “shall render illegal a contract with a servant in hus- 
bandry for giving him food, drink (not being intoxicating), a cottage 
or other allowances or privileges in addition to money wages as a 
remuneration for his services’ ; but neither a gardener nor a game- 
keeper being servants in husbandry, there would at first sight be 
some ground for saying that 1o give either of ‘hem a cottage would 
be illegal. Section 23 of the Truck Act of 1831, however, con- 
tains an express saving for ‘‘ demising to any labourer” employed 
in any of the occupations mentioned in that Act ‘‘ the whole or any 
part of any tenement at any rent to be thereon reserved” ; so that, 
in construing the new Act, we must start with the assumption 
that such demises are intended to be favoured. Neither a gardener 
nor a gamekeeper, however, are within the Act of 1831, so that the 
saving, considered with regard to that Act alone, cannot 
have any bearing on their case. But are these “ ser- 
vants”’ within the Act of 1831 as amended by the Act of 1887? 
The second section of the latter Act declares that the Truck Acts 
are in future to extend to any workman as defined in the 
Employers and Workmen Act, 1875, s. 10; and that section 
defines ‘‘ workman” as not including a domestic or menial servant, 
but ‘‘save as aforesaid” as meaning ‘‘any person who, being a 
labourer, servant in husbandry, journeyman, artificer, handicrafts- 
man, miner, or otherwise engaged in manual labour, has entered 
into, or works under, a contract with an employer.” The only 
definition we can find of menial servant (Termes de la Ley) is 
that it means one who “lives within his master’s walls.’”’ So th: 
exception of ‘‘ menial servant ” does not apply to the case put by our 
correspondent; while the definition of ‘‘ workman” plainly in- 
cludes a gardener, and possibly ulso a gamekeeper. The question 
remains whether the exception in section 23 of the Act of 1831 
does not apply to any workman to whom the Truck Acts are now 
extended? We think it does, on the ground that the first section 
of the Act of 1887 declares that the two Acts are to be construed 





to explain the intention of the parties. Of course there is the 
settlement itself in existence, but that is a document expressed in 
legal phraseology, the legal meaning and effect of which is, in the | 
vast majority of instances, unintelligible to the parties. Time 
passes by and circumstances change ; people come to consider their 
position, and often wish that they had made different dispositions of 
their property. The wish is father to the thought that when they 
executed the settlement the intention was to do something 
very different from what they are advised is the legal 
effect of the instrument they have signed. Then comes the 
action for rectification of the settlement. Perhaps, as in 
the case of Lawson v. Quare, reported elsewhere, there 
are infants interested, and difficult questions arise. The 
practical lesson of the cases is to emphasize the advice given 
in the note on the duties of solicitors as to the preparation of settle- 
ments at the end of Mr. Vaizey’s book, which we reviewed last 
week. After remarking that the solicitor must consider not only 
the words of the instructions, but also their ampler or more re- 
stricted import in the minds of those who have given them, and the 
contingencies which may have escaped the attention of the client, 
the author observes: ‘‘Some of these contingencics may be such 
that the counsel or solicitor may be justified by the common course 
of practice in providing for them in ways usually adopted. For 
others it may be necessary to resort to the client for instructions as 
to his or her wishes. Jn all, even in reference to provisions of the 
most usual kind, care should, of course, be taken that the settlor so 
Jar understands and intends the operation of the proposed settle- 
ment as that it may really effectuate the purpose of his or her mind.” 
The only addition we would suggest to this excellent advice is that 
the solicitor should be careful to preserve evidence in writing that 


together as one Act. But what, then, is the use of section 4 of 


| the Act of 1887? We cannot point out any; but that is no 
| reason why section 1 should not have its natural meaning. There 


remains, however, the difficulty that, in the case put by our corres- 
pondent, there is no ‘‘ demise” at a rent, within section 23 of the 
Act of 1831; no relation of landlord and tenant being created 
where the occupation is part of the wages. On the whole there is 
a pretty legislative muddle. 





A recent IssvE of the Journal des Debats contains an interest- 
ing analysis of the judicial sales of real property situate in Paris 
during the year from the 14th of August, 1886, to the 13th of 
August, 1887. The results, when compared with the similar 
returns for the previous year, seem to slew a rather startling fall 
in the value of Jand in the French metropolis. The average price 
realized for lots of land is stated to have fullen from 52fr. 44c¢. 
per metre in 1885—6 to 35 fr. 32 c. per metre in 1886—7. Of 
course it is possible that there may be circumstances connected 
with the position of the lots sold in the two years respectively 
which may help to explain this fall, but no such circumstances are 
referred to in the analysis, and it does not seem very probable, con- 
sidering the large number of lots disposed of, that the average price 
would be greatly affected in this way. 





Ir may Be vuserut for the practitioner to note that under the 
National Debt and Local Loans Act of last session (50 & 51 Vict. 
c 16), which comes into operation ‘‘as from the beginning of the 
current financial year” (section 20), a new kind of investment is 





it Las been followed. It will be seen that in Lawson v. Quare 
Mr. Justice Curry refused to try an action for rectification of a 


authorized for trust funds. Section 8 (6) provides that ‘all 
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persons and bodies of persons having power, whether 
subject or not to any restrictions or condition, to invest in any 
other stock of 3 per cent. perpetual annuities, shall have power, 
subject to the same restrictions and conditions, to invest in local 
loans stock.’’ This isa new class of stock authorized to be created 
by the Act, consisting of ‘‘ perpetual annuities yielding dividends at 
the rate of 3 per cent. per annum on the nominal amount of the 
capital ’”’ (section 8 (1) ). 








DEBENTURES AND BILLS OF SALE BY COMPANIES 
AND THE BILLS OF SALE ACTS. 


Tue question whether any particular instrument made by a com- 
pany is a “bill of sale” requiring registration under the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882, or is a “‘debenture” within the exception made 
by section 17 of that Act, seems likely for the present to give rise 
to many cases in which that question may fairtv be raised. The 
question arises in this way. The definition ofa bill of sale” in 
the Bills of Sale Acts is wide enough to cover the securities given 
by a company which are ordinarily known as ‘‘ debentures” ; and 
as the Bills of Sale Act was not intended to apply to such instru- 
ments, we have the exception made by section 17, as follows :— 
‘‘ Nothing in this Act shall apply to any debentures issued by any 
mortgage, loan, or other incorporated company, and secured upon 
the capital stock or goods, chattels, and effects of such company.” 
The difficulty lies in the fact that we have no definition of the 
word ‘‘ debenture ’”’; so that although there are some instruments 
which everyone would agree were debentures, and other instru- 
ments which everyone would agree were not debentures, there 


It is, of course, of little purpose to speculate on the intention or 
probable intention of the Legislature (except as expressed) in order 
to arrive at the meaning of any particular section of an Act of Par- 
liament, but, at the same time, it is a subject for congratulation 
that, when we have arrived at an independent construction of a 
section, that construction accords with what, in common sense, 
might reasonably have been the intention of the Legislature. One 
very good reason for excepting the majority of debentures would 
be that the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, requires a particular form to 
be used, with a schedule of the property comprised therein: that 
would obviously be impracticable in the case of a debenture given 
by a large company. On the other hand there would seem to be 
no reason why a bill of sale given by a company over its office fur- 
niture should not be within the Bills of Sale Act and require regis- 
tration. 

The decision in Levy v. The Abercorris Slate Co. is not 
yet very fully reported, but from the observations of 
the learned judge it would seem that any ‘bill of sale” 
which was secured upon the capital stock or goods, chattels, 
and effects of the company was a “debenture” within sec- 
tion 17; for all bills of sale fulfil the function of creating or 
acknowledging a debt: we feel convinced, however, that the 
learned judge did not intend to go to the full length to which a 
literal reading of the terms of his judgment would lead. It is 
not possible to suppose that a ‘‘ bill of sale” of the office furniture 
of a limited company would be a ‘‘ debenture”’ within the excep- 
tion of section 17. Indeed, in a case (Re Cunningham & Vo. 
(Limited), Attenborough’s case, 33 W. R. 387, 28 Ch. D. 682) 
which we believe was not cited before Mr. Justice Chitty, and 
with which he would most probably have agreed, it was held that 
a memorandum of deposit (accompanying the deposit of the 





must still be many instruments on the border-line as to which 
opinions will differ. 

The recent cases of Edmonds v. Blaina Furnaces Co. (35 W. RB. | 
798, 36 Ch. D. 215) and Levy v. The Abercorris Slate and | 
Slab Co. (before Mr. Justice Chitty, reported in another column) 
are indications that many cases may yet arise upon this question. 
In the former case the company entered into a memorandum of 
agreement with nine persons named in the schedule thereto, 
whereby the company covenanted to pay to each of the persons 
named the sum advanced by him, and as security charged all its 
undertaking, property, estate, and effects of every kind. It was 
argued that this memorandum was not a “debenture” in the 
popular acceptation of the term, and was not such a document as a 
commercial man would call a ‘‘debenture.” Mr. Justice Chitty 
decided that the document was a debenture within section 17 of 
the Bills of Sale Act, and did not, therefore, require registration. 
In the case of Levy v. The Abercorris Slate Oo. the company by 
agreement charged certain hereditaments with the repayment to 
the plaintiff of £600, and further agreed to issue to him debentures 
of the company secured over all the capital stock, goods, chattels, 
and effects, including uncelled capital, both present and future, of 
the company. The company having been compulsorily wound up, it 
was contended by the official liquidator that an agreement to issue 
a debenture could not itself be a debenture, and, therefore, was 
not within the exception contained in section 17. Mr. Justice 
Chitty held that it was a debenture within section 17. In giving 
judgment, Mr. Justice Chitty said that he was unable to find any 
legal definition of the term debenture, and was of opinion that 
it was not, either in law or commerce, a strictly technical term or 
what was called a term of art. The view he took was that by 
debenture was meant a document which either created a debt or 
acknowledged it, and he thought that any document which fulfilled 
either of these functions was a debenture. 

Various suggestions were made during the hearing of the above 
cases as to the reasons why the Legislature desired to make an 
exception of debentures. It was suggested that the register of 
mortgages and charges required to be kept by the Companies Act, 
1862, s. 43, was possibly considered sufficient; this, however, 
is open to the observation that this register of mortgages and 
charges is not open to inspection by the public or intending 
creditors: see Wright v. Horton (12 App. Cas., at p. 376) ; again, 
it was suggested that the Legislature intended to except all Lills 
of sale by companies, but to this it was answered that if such were 
the real intention it would surely have been expressed in language 
different from that used in section 17. 





wharfinger’s warrant), whereby the company created a charge on 


| 400 cases of tin-plates, the property of the company, then ware- 
| housed at a certain wharf, would be a bill of sale, and not a 


debenture within section 17. in that case Mr. Justice Pearson 
says :—‘‘ It was argued on the part of the respondents that the 
Bills of Sale Acts in force do not apply to companies. That seems 
to me to be an impossible contention, certainly so far as ordinary 
bills of sale are concerned. A bill of sale by a company must be 
as much within the mischief of the Act as a bill of sale bya 
private individual.” 

As a result of the cases we should suggest that the true distinc- 
tion lies in the meaning to be given to the words in section 17, ‘‘the 
capital stock or goods, chattels, and effects of such company ”’; 
and that the debenture referred to in the section means an 
instrument which charges the whole of the capital stock, or 
the whole, or substantially the whole, of the goods, chattels, 
and effects of the company as a ‘floating security,” and that 
an instrument which merely charges a specific portion of any 
goods, chattels, or effects is not a debenture within the excep- 
tion—-e.g., the office furniture at the company’s offices. There can 
be no reason why an inventory of specific chattels of the company 
should not be made and registered under the Bills of Sale Act; 
there is good reason, and a practical difficulty, against making an 
inventory of all the goods, chattels, and effects of a company. 
We suggest, therefore, that the instrument really hit by section 
17 is one creating a floating security over all the undertaking 
of the company: in point of fact, both the instruments which 
came before Mr. Justice Chitty were charges on all the under- 
taking. 

It still remains to be seen whether a debenture, which is 
excepted by section 17 from the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, does not 
still remain within the provisions of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. 
This point is noticed in Chadwyck-Healey on Company Law and 
Practice, 2nd ed., p. 156. 








At the annual pone be the Free Land League on the 8th inst., Mr. 
H. H. Fowler congratulated the meeting on the fact that the Government 
Land Bill of last session had been defeated, as it would have enhanced the 
cost of transfer and established a dan us amount of patronage in 
every town and county in England, while, on the other hand, it left un- 
altered the law of settlement. Forall practical a) ge entail had been 
abolished for many years; any man could disentail by a method familiar 
to lawyers. The real evil was the law of settlement ; and upon the ex- 
tent to which any Government was prepared to interfere with that 
depended the possibility of land law reform. 
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THE MERCHANDISE MARKS ACT, 1887. 
II 


We now come to what is probably the most important part of the 
Act—viz., that which relates to the criminal punishment of the 
use of false trade descriptions. This question was dealt with by 
the repealed Act of 1862 (see sections 7—9), but the scope of the 
provisions of that Act, as well as the penalties thereby imposed, 
fell far short of those of the enactment now under consideration. 

The definition of “trade description” is to be found in section 
3 (1), which makes that term include any indication, direct or 
indirect, (a.) as to the number, quantity, measure, gauge, or 
weight of any goods; (d.) as to the place or country in which 
goods are produced ; (c ) as to the mode of manufacture or produc- 
tion ; (d.) as to the material; (¢.) as to goods being the subject 
o an existing patent, privilege, or copyright; and marks, &c., 
which are, by the custom of the trade, taken to be indications of 
such matters, are within the definition. ‘‘ False trade description ” 
1s defined by the same sub-section to mean any trade description 
which is false in a material respect as regards the goods to which 
it ie applied, including trade descriptions altered so as to produce 
material falsity. Section 3 (2) extends the definition to include 
tle application to goods of words, marks, &c., calculated to pass 
them off as the manufacture or merchandise of some person other 
than the manufacturer or merchant; and section 3 (3) further 
extends it so as to include cases of the application to goods of any 
false name or initials, which (a.) are not a [ registered | trade- mark 
or part of a trade-mark ; (d.) are identical with or a colourable 
imitation of the name or initials of a person carrying on business 
in the same description of goods, without his authority having 
been obtained ; and (c.) are those of a fictitious person, or of some 
person not carrying on business in the goods. 

Reference must next be made to section 18, out of which 
questions are sure to arise. This section provides that where, 
at the passing of the Act, a trade description is lawfully and 
generally applied to goods of a particular class or manufactured 
by a particular method, to indicate the particular class or method 
of manufacture of such goods, the Act is not to apply. Then 
follows a proviso that where such trade description includes the 
name of a place or country, and is calculated to mislead as to the 
place or country where the goods were actually produced, the 
section is not to apply unless there is added to the trade descrip- 
tion, immediately before or after the name of the place or country, 
in an equally conspicuous manner with that name, the name of 
the place or country where the goods were actually made er pro- 
duced, with a statement they were made or produced there. 

Application of a trade description is defined by the 5th section 
in the same terms as application of a trade-mark, including any 
use of a trade description calculated to lead to the belief that the 
goods in connection with which it is used are described by the trade 
description. 

Section 2 defines offences against the Act in respect of trade de- 
scriptions, sub-section (1) comprises applying, or causing to be 
applied, to goods any false trade description, in which case an 
offence is committed unless the defendant proves absence of intent 
to defraud, or unless, being a person whose ordinary business it is 
to apply trade descriptions to goods, he substantiates the special 
defence provided by section 6, but which it does not appear neces- 
sary to discuss. By section 2 (2) an offence is committed by every- 
one who sells, or exposes for sale, or has in possession for sale or 
any purpose of trade or manufacture, goods having a false trade 
description applied to them, unless he can prove either of the alter- 
native offences already referred to with respect to trade-marks. 

It does not appear quite clear whether the use of false trade 
descriptions in advertisements, notices, &c., is within the definition 
of offences against the Act. This seems to depend on the language 
of section 5 (1) (d.), which is set out in substance above. The pre- 
ceding sub-sections of section 5 (1) having already defined “ appli- 
cation of a trade description to goods” as including (a.) application 
thereof to the goods themselves, (4.) application thereof to any 
covering, &c., with which the goods are exposed for sale, &c., and 
(c.) placing goods exposed for sale, &c., with any covering, &c., 
having a trade description applied thereto, it is necessary to find 
some different meaning for sub-section (d.); and it hardly seems 
that this would be so if the sub-section were read as referring to a 
physical connection between the goods and the description. The 








preferable view appears to be that sub-section (d.) comprises the 
use of a trade description with reference to goods, whether 
physically connected with them or not, in which latter case the 
use of a trade description in an advertisement, ‘c., would bring the 
person using it, if it be false, within the Act. However, it cannot 
be said that the proper construction of the sub-section is very clear 
either way. 

It is very important to observe that a trade description, though 
inaccurate, is not a false trade description within the Act unless 
it is false in a material respect as regards the goods to which it is 
applied, and in this particular the burden of proof would appear 
to be on the prosecutor. What constitutes material falsity will be 
a question for consideration in each case as it arises, but it is 
obvious that the Act would be discredited in the eyes of those for 
whose benefit it is intended if it were applied in all its stringency 
to cases of unimportant deviations from precise accuracy. The 
question whether an inaccuracy is material or not would seem to 
turn upon the inquiry whether the mind of an intending purchaser 
would be affected in any way by the misstatement. In some 
cases this would manifestly be so, as, if a piece of cloth is 
described as containing more yards of material than it really does, 
or if a German-made knife is described as being of Sheffield 
make. On the other hand, it would be difficult to say that there 
was material falsity if it were to turn out that goods having on 
them the name of one place were in fact manufactured ata neigh- 
bouring place, unless the place named on the goods had some sort 
of reputation for the article. 

Take the simplest cases first—if a charge is brought against a 
person under section 2 (1) in respect of a trade description alleged 
to contin a false indication of (section 3 (1) (a.) ) quantity, &c., 
or (c.) mode of manufacture, or (d.) material, or (¢.) as to the goods 
being the subject of an existing patent or copyright, it seems to 
be incumbent on the prosecutor to prove that the description is, by 
trade custom or otherwise, an indication of the matter alleged, that 
it is false in a material respect, and that it has been applied or 
caused to be applied by the defendant. The defendant may defend 
himself by disproving any of such allegations, or by proving, 
under section 18, that the description is a trade description law- 
fully and generally applied to goods of the particular class or make 
to indicate such goods, or, under section 2 (1), that he acted 
without intent to defraud, or, in cases within section 6, that the 
special defence thereby provided for persons who apply descrip- 
tions to goods in the ordinary course of their business, is main- 
tainable. Ifthe charge is brought under section 2 (2) in respect 
of the sale or possession of goods bearing a false trade description 
which falls within one of the same classes, then it seems that the 
prosecutor must prove in the same way that the description is a 
false trade description within the Act, and the fact of the sale or 
possession ; while the defendant may disprove any of such allega- 
tions, or make out a defence under section 18, or prove either of 
the alternative defences under section 2 (2)—viz., either that he 
took all reasonable precautions, had no reason to suspect the 
genuineness of the description, and gave full information on 
demand, or else that he otherwise acted innocently. 

With respect to the offence committed under section 3 (1) (e.), 
by falsely representing that goods are the subject of an existing 
patent, privilege, or copyright, it is desirable to refer to section 
105 of the Patents, &c., Act, 1883, which provides a penalty of 
£5 in cases in which a person represents that an article sold by him 
is patented, when no patent has been granted for the same, or that 
a design or trade-mark applied to an article sold by him is regis- 
tered when it is not so; to section 106 of the same Act, which 
provides a penalty for the wrongful user of the Royal arms; and 
to section 20 of the present Act, which provides a penalty for a 
false representation as to the possession of a Royal warrant. The 
result of these various enactments is that a false representation as 
to the existence of a patent, when none has been granted, is 
punishable under either section 105 of the Act of 1883 or section 3 
of the Act of 1887; a similar representation when a patent has 
been granted, but has expired, is punishable under section 3 of the 
Act of 1887; a false representation as to the existence of registra- 
tion of a design or trade-mark is punishable under section 105 of 
the Act of 1883; a false representation as to the existence of a 
copyright is punishable under section 3 of the Act of 1887; 
wrongful user of the Royal arms is punishable under section 106 
of the Act of 1883; and a false representation as to the possession 
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of a Royal warrant is punishable under section 20 of the Act of 
1887. It would surely have been better to have repealed sections 
105 and 106 of the Act of 1883, and to have dealt with all these 
offences in one comprehensive section of the new Act. Moreover, 
it is not apparent why all the penalties attaching to the use of a 
false trade description should be imposed upon the wrongful claim 
of a patent or copyright, while only a £5 fine can be inflicted for 
the wrongful claim of registration for a design or trade-mark. 

When the charge is that the defendant has applied to goods, or 
had in his possession for sale, &c., goods to which has been 
applied a trade description false in respect of (section 3 (1) (d.) 
the place or country in which the goods were made or produced, 
then it seem~ that the prosecutor will have to prove the same 
facts as before, including the materiality of the incorrectness in 
the description. If the defendant relies on a defence under 
section 18, and can make out that the description is lawfully and 
generally applied to goods of the particular class or make to indi- 
cate the particular class or make, then it seems to be incumbent 
on the prosecutor to prove that the description so used is calcu- 
lated to mislead as to the place or country of origin. If he fails 
to do this, then the defendant escapes by virtue of the section. If, 
on the other hand, he succeeds in establishing it, then the defend- 
ant must shew that he stated the name of the place or country of 
origin in the manner prescribed by the section. Whether the 
defendant does or does not rely on lawful and general user under 
section 18, and even if he cannot shew that he has stated the place 
of origin, as provided by the section, there still seem to be open to 
him the various defences referred to in section 2 (1) and (2), and 
also, in appropriate cases, the special defence provided by section 6. 
Even if a trader who uses a trade description containing the name 
of a place or country does state the name of the place of origin, as 
provided by section 18, he will still not necessarily escape unless he 
can also shew that the name is lawfully and generally used for the 
purposes stated in the section; but in such a case he should have 
but little difficulty in establishing, under section 2, that he had 
acted innocently and without intent to defraud. 

If the charge, is under section 3 (2), that the defendant has 
applied or caused to be applied to goods, any such figures, words, 
or marks, or arrangement or combination thereof, as are reasonably 
calculated to lead persons to believe that the goods are of the 
manufacture or merchandise of some person other than the true 
manufacturer or merchant, for which purpose the fact, if it be a 
fact, that the misrepresentation is contained, wholly or partially, 
in a registered trade-mark of the defendant is to be immaterial, 
the defendant may disprove the prosecutor’s allegations, or avail 
himself of the defences provided by section 2 (1) and (2), or, in 
appropriate cases, by section 6. Difficult questions may probably 
arise on this section, asthe prosecutor may allege that the words, 
marks, &c., employed convey a false representation as to the 
manufacturer, while the defendant may set up that his intention 
in marking the goods was to indicate that they were of his 
merchandise. The result would probably depend upon the precise 
wording arrangement, mode of application, &c., of the mark. 
If it stated expressly ‘‘ A. B., manufacturer,” or was affixed in a 
manner usually confined to manufacturers, the prosecution would 
probably succeed; if it stated the occupation of the vendor, or 
was otherwise apparently indicative of the merchant, the defendant 
would probably succeed. But between those two classes of cases 
there are many intermediate varieties, in which the court or jury 
would have to come to a conclusion in their judgment as to the 
facts, always remembering that the burden of proving absence of 
fraudulent intent is cast upon the defendant by section 2. Curious 
questions may occur in cases in which the defendant carries on 
business under two different names. It seems to be getting more 
and more common now for English traders to manufacture their 
goods abroad, on account of the greater cheapness of labour and 
other reasons, and in such cases they frequently use a fictitious 
name at their foreign establishment. Suppose, for instance, 
Short & Co., of London, manufacture wine in France at their own 
vineyards under the name of Le Court et Cie.; is any offence com- 
mitted in such acase? We should think not, for that name is 
eimply an equivalent for Short & Co., just as much as Short & Co. 
is an equivalent for the full names of all the partners in the firm. 
But supposing there is a firm of French manufacturers named Le 
Court et Cie., how does the matter stand then? This seems to 


depend on the intention of Short & Co. in adopting the name. | 











Qud manufacturers, they are just as much French as the other 
firm, and the question would appear to be which of the two 
(French) firms had the earlier or better right to the name, or 
whether both could not honestly trade side by side. But if Short 
& Co. have no vineyard in France, but manufacture their wine in 
London and sell it as made by Le Court et Cie., then it would 
appear probable, to say the least of it, that the adoption of a 
foreign name for English wines might be treated as a falee 
description of the country of origin, and an offence under section 
3(1) (0). It may here be observed that section 3 (2) seems 
clearly to extend the protection given to trade descriptions by the 
Act to unregistered trade-marks, though in this case some reputa- 
tion, or, at least, a presumption of reputation, arising from user, 
would have to be proved in favour of the genuine mark. 

Lastly, we come to section 3 (3), which extends the provisions 
of the Act with respect to false trade descriptions to the specific 
case of the application to goods of a false name or initials of any 
person. In case of a charge being brought under this sub section, 
it appears to be incumbent on the prosecutor to prove in the 
affirmative that the conditions required by the statute for cons'i- 
tuting a false name or initials exist, since, without that, a name or 
initials may be incorrectly applied, but still the requirements of 
the Act are not met. The prosecutor must, therefore, prove (a.) 
that the name or initials are not a registered trade-mark or part 
of one (this protects the use by way of trade-marks of names or 
initials which are handed down to successors in business as part 
of the assets of the firm); (b.) that the name or initials are iden- 
tical with, or colourably imitated from, those of a person carrying 
on business in the same goods, and whose authority has not been 
obtained (this prevents frivolous prosecutions in cases where a 
fictitious name, &c., is fancifully adopted without injury to any 
existing trader); and (c.) that the name or initials are those of a 
fictitious person or of some person not bond fide carrying on busi- 
ness in the same goods (this exempts cases in which there are two 
traders having the same name or initials). It is, therefore, 
essential to establish that the name or initials are those of a 
genuine firm and are not those of another genuine firm. This 
seems to be not without importance in considering the previous 
sub-section, for if sub-section (3) expressly provides that no offence 
is committed unless the name of an existing firm is taken, it would 
be very inconsistent to give a different result to the not very clear 
language of sub-section (2). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
“TS COMPULSION REALLY NECESSARY FOR THE ESTAB. 
LISHMENT OF REGISTRATION OF TITLE?” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I have read with interest your three articles on this subject, 
but they have not removed the strong opinion which I have for 
years held that compulsion is necessary to attain the above object. 
I do not think any landowner would voluntarily spend an extra £16 
note in registering his title to land unless he could be positively 
assured by his solicitor that he or his children would reap benefit 
thereby, and the majority of solicitors are not prepared to 
‘* prophecy ” as to these advantages until they ‘‘know.” I have no 
doubt in my own mind but that registration of a possessory title (if 
it can be done without too much red-tapeism and expense, and trans- 
fer is made simple and cheap) will be a distinct advantage to land- 
owners and the profession; and asI think the spirit of the present 
Bill is in the direction of cheapness and not too much officialism, I 
have no fear whatever of compulsion. Your last article is rather 
suggestive of a man saying, ‘I like the idea of registration, and I 
think it to my advantage; but I will not be compelled to register.” 
As you etated in one of your articles when the Bill was before 
Parliament, much depends on the rules under the proposed Act. If 
on registering a possessory title a man is mt called upon to file a 
declaration (with plan attached) stating shortly the tenure of the 
land and its incumbrances, then the Act will be a success, because I 
feel sure landowners will not asa rule do more than barely comply 
with the Act, and leave time to transform their possessory title into 
an absolute one by the expiration of forty years. The success of the 
Act would, I think, be confirmed if a clause were inserted giving an 
absolute title after twenty years’ registration only. 

More than six years ago I advocated a compulsory scheme for the 

rovisional registration of titles to land, which would impose no 
atv on present holders, and improve their position each year 
after the adoption of the scheme. 
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The chances of the success of the Act would be greatly enhanced 
if it contained a clause whereby an owner who had an undoubted 
clear title for, say, the last fifteen years, could take his deeds for 
that period to the registrar, and submit them to such an examination 
as an ordinarily careful solicitor would bestow on them, and in ex- 
change receive from the registrar a certificate of title covering the 
period. 

Subject to these suggestions, I consider the Act will be a great 
boon to both solicitors and their clients. From experience I know 
that the present mode of transfer prevents willing purchasers from 
investing in land and houses, and thus both the public and the pro- 
fession are losers. THomMAs HEwITT. 

124, Chancery-lane, W.C., Nov. 8. 





THE QUEEN’S BENCH CAUSE LISTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal, | 


Sir,— I think the following suggestion would be found useful :— 

In the Queen’s Bench Division suppose you take the first ten 
names in the list and with them make a list for, say, Monday; the 
next ten would make a list for Tuesday. Suitors would then know 
that, whatever happened, the cause which stood first in the Tuesday’s 
list would come on at the beginning of business on that day. That 
would give just what is wanted—forty-eight hours’ notice of the day 
on which a case is in the paper, and it would obviate the very great 
inconvenience, indeed cruel hardship, of leaving suitors in a state of 
uncertainty even up to 4.30 as to what cases will be taken on the 
morrow. 

According to my plan the last case unheard on Monday will be 
first on Wednesday, and the last unheard on Tuesday will be first on | 
Thursday, so that there will always be time to make arrangements so 
as to secure the attendance of witnesses. 

A part-heard cause will be first in the list on the ‘‘day after to- 
morrow,’ whichever day that is. 

I do not think that this rule could be applied to great special jury | 
cases for which days ought always to be appointed. 


_ 


Nov. 7. H. 8. 





| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir, — Referring to your correspondent’s letter last week, in which he | 
alludes to my communication to the 7'imes of November 1, I have 
only time at the moment to ask him to be good enough to turn to the 
columns of your paper for June 11, 1887 (at p. 539), where the 
suggestions made by me at the Law Society meeting are fully set 
out. With your permission I will recur to this subject on an early 
occasion. Francis K, Mvuyron, 

95a, Queen Victoria-street, Nov. 8. 

[We shall be glad to have Mr. Munton’s suggestions on the sub- 
ject. It is important that the matter should be fully discussed before 
the return of the judges from circuit.—Eb. S./.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
BADELEY » THE CONSOLIDATED BANK—No. 2, 9th November. 


ArpEAL—Secvrity ror Costs—SrectaL CrrcumstaNces—APPELLANT OUT OF 
JurispictIun—R.38.C., 1883, LVIII., 15. 


This was an application by one of the defendants that the plaintiff might 
be ordered to give security for the costs of an appeal which he had pre- 
sented against the judgment on the defendant’s counter-claim. The costs 
which the plaintiff had been ordered to pay had been taxed, but he had 
not paid them. There was no evidence that the defendant had attempted 
to levy execution for them. It was admitted that the plaintiff had means, 
but there was evidence that he had gone abroad, and it was suggested 
that he had done so in order to evade the payment of costs, and that he 
had removed, or was likely to remove, his property out of the jurisdiction. 
His solicitor had made an affidavit, but had not offered any explanation 
of the plaintiff's reason for going abroad, or stated whether he thought it 
likely that he would return. The application had stood over for a week to 
| a the plaintiff an opportunity of adducing further evidence, but no 

urther evidence had been adduced. It was, however, stated that the plain- 
tiff’s solicitor knew his address abroad, and that he was willing to com- 
municate it to the defendant. 

_Tue Court (Corron and Lorrs, L JJ.) held that security must be 
given. Corron, L.J., said that the mere fact that the costs of the trial 
had not been paid was not a sufficient reason for ordering security to be 
given for the costs of the appeal. But the court must look at all the cir- 
cumstances, It was admitted that since the trial the appellant had gone 
to reside out of the jurisdiction, and, though the case had stood over for a 
week, the appellant's eolicitor was unable to make any affidavit as to 
where he was, or to say why he had gone away, or when he was coming 
back. No doubt the appellant had property, but, if the property could 
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not be made available by execution, it was much the same thing as if he 
had none. The impression produced on his lordship’s mind b, che 
evidence was that the appellant would remain abroad if the appeal should 
be decided against him, and he thought that security ought to be ordered. 
The silence of the appellant impressed him as much as anything. Lops, 
L.J., said that there was no evidence of the impecuniosity of the appel- 
lant such as would justify the court in ordering security to be given. 
The mere non-payment of costs was not sufficient. But it was said thit 
the appellant had gone abroad in order to evade the payment of costs. 
The evidence of the applicant on this point was not strong; but his lord- 
ship was impressed with the extreme weakness of the respondent's 
evidence. He thought that the appellant had gone abroad for the pur- 
pose which was suggested, and that security should be required — 
CounseL, Renshaw, Q.C.; Swinfen Eady. Soxtcrrorns, Shaw § Tremelilen ; 
Nash, Field, § Withers. 


HALL v. EWIN--No. 2, 8th November. 


Restrictivk CovENANt—-Covenant “Not TO Permit on SurFeR” CERTAIN 
AcTs TO BE DONE —Extent or Liasiviry. 


Tn this case a question arose as to the extent of the liability in equity of a 
person who, though not bound at law by a covenant restri-ting the use of a 
house, had acquired the house from a sub-lessee of it with notice of the 
covenant. The plaintiff was the lessor of the house. The lease contained a 
covenant by the lessee that he, his executors, administrators, and assigns, 
should not, at any time during the term, exercise or carry on in or upon the 
demised premises, or permit or suffer any part thereof to be occupied by any 
person or persons who should use, occupy, or carry on therein apy noisome 
or offensive trade, business, or employment, without the consent in writing 
of the lessor. The lessee mortgaged the house by an under-lease for the 
residue of the term, less the last three days thereof, and the defeadant Ewin 
purchased this under-lease from the mortagee, with notice of the restrictive 
covenant. Ewin sub-let the house to the defendant McNeff, and in the demise 
to him there was a covenant that he should not at any time, during the term, 
use or carry on in or upon the demised premises any noisome or offensive 
trade, business, or employment whatsoever, without the consent in writing of 
Ewin, his executors, adminstrators, or assigns, first obtained. MuNe®f 
commenced using the house for an exhibition of wild beasts, and the plaintiff 
claimed an injanction to restrain McNeff from violating the original covenant, 
and to restrain Ewin from permitting or suffering McNeff to do so. Ewin 
had done all in his p»wer to prevent McNeff from carrying on the exhibition, 
except that he had not brought an action against him. Kekewich, J., 
granted the injunction against both defendants. Ewin appealed. 

Tue Court (Corton, Linpey, and Lopes, I..JJ.) held that the injunction 
could not be maintained against him. Corrox, L.J., said that Ewin, not 
being an assign of the lease, was not bound at law by the covenant, and it 
was not necessary to consider bow far an action at law could be maintained 


| agaiost the original lessee and his assigns. Ewin could be made liable only 


by means of the doctrine of Tudk v. Moxhay (2 Ph. 774). It would, in his lord- 
ship’s opinion, be an extension of that doctrine to hold Ewin liable. If he had 
granted a licence to McNeff to carry on a noisome or offensive trade he could 
be restrained. But he had done nothing but stand by ; he had not brought 
an action to prevent his lessee from violating the covenant. His lordship 
would express no opinion what the result would have been if Ewin had been 
bound by the covenant at law. The principle of Tudk v. Moxrh ty was, that, 
when a man had acquired land with knowledge that it was subject to a re- 
strictive covenant, and had, probably for that reason, given a lower price for 
it, the court would not allow him to use the land for a purpose inconsistent 
with the restriction. In the present case it was not sought to restrain Ewin 
from using the house in a manner inconsistent with the covenant, but to com- 
pel him to bring an action against his tenant, who was in possession of the 
house, to restrain him from using it in that way. The doctrine of Tudk v. 
Moxhay had never yet been carried to that extent, except by Malins, V.C, 
in Coole v. Chilcott (3 Ch. D. 694), which had since been overruled ; and in 
Haywood v. The Brunswick Permanent Benefit Building Society (8 Q. B. D. 
403) the Court of Appeal held that a man who had taken land with notice 
of a covenant affecting it could not be compelled to do an act, but could 
only be restrained from acting in breach of the covenant. Linptey, L.J., 
concurred. Loves, L.J., said that the plaiatiff was attempting to construe 
the wurds ‘‘not to permit or suffer” as if they had been “to hinder and 
prevent.”—CounseL, Romer, Q.C., and Farwell ; Warmington, Q.C., and 
Sturges. Soxicitors, J. H. Hortin ; Aston § Hughes. 


WOOD v. WOOD—No. 2, 5th November. 


Hvuspanp AND Wire—PetiTION BY WIFE FoR JUDICIAL SEPARATION— 
SePaRATIon Dgep—ALtimony—20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, s. 17. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of Kekewich, J., as Vacation Judge, 
to rescind an order made by the Registrar of the Divorce Division allowing 
alimony to a wife, at the rate of £9 a month, pending the hearing of a petition 
by her for judicial separation, A separation deed had been executed by 
which the husband covenanted to pay £9 a month to the wife for her main- 
tenance; and she covenanted not to molest him. The petition was founded 
upon acts alleged to have been committed by the husband since the deed was 
executed. The husband had stopped the payment of the allowance of £9 a 
month, on the ground that the wife had broken her covenant not to molest 
him. Section 17 of the Divorce Court Act of 1857 provides that “ when the 
application’ (for a judicial separation) ‘‘is by the wife” the court ‘‘may 
make any order for alimony which shall be deemed just.” 

Tue Court (Linpiey and Loprgs, L,JJ.) affirmed the decision. Lryp.ey, 
L.J., said that the court was not in any way either enforcing or acting contrary 
to the deed. If it had been shewn that the wife was in receipt of the £9 a 
month, the court would come to the conclusion that she was not entitled to 
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further alimony. But it was obvious that it had been stopped, whether for 
good or bad reasons, upon the alleged ground that she had broken her covenant 
not to molest her husband. The husband had chosen to put his own construc- 
tion on the deed. Was it not just, under the circumstances, that this allowance 
should be made? It was said that the husband might be bound to pay twice 
over. But the court had control over its own order, and he was not practi- 
cally in any such danger. On the other hand, if the alimony was not given, 
the wife would get nothing. In all the cases which had been cited, such as 
Powell v. Powell (3 P. & M. 55, 186) and Gandy v. Gandy (7 P. D. 
77, 168‘, the alimony was being paid under the deed. The court was not 
deciding whether the suit could be sustained nor whether there had been a 
breach of the covenant not to molest. Loprs, L.J., said that unless the 
appellant could maintain that the separation deed would be a good answer to 
a suit for judicial separation he must fail. It followed that the wife was 
bringing proceedings which she had a right to take, and which there was 
nothing in the separation deed to prevent. If that were so, she was entitled 
to all the incidents belonging to such a suit, one of which was that she was 
entitled to alimony pendente lite, and, except for the separation deed, it could 
not be contended that this was not an order of course. His lordship could 
understand that, if the payment under the deed was being made, the court 
would say that £9 was sufficient. But the £9 a month covenanted to be paid 
was not, and was not intended to be, paid ; therefore the wife was deprived of 
all means of subsistence. Under these circumstances it was impossible to say 
that it was just to leave the wife unprovided for. In all the cases cited the 
alimony provided for by the deed was being paid.—Counskt, C. A. Middleton ; 
Barnard, Soutcrrors, Montagu Hawkins ; Sydney C. Hadley. 


GREPE ». LOAM—No. 2, 4th November. 


FrivoLtous APPLICATION—ORDER THAT NO FutTuRE APPLICATION BE MADE 
WITHOUT LEAVE or Court. 


This was an application by a litigant in person for leave to appeal from an 
order made by Hall, V.C.,, in 1882. A number of similar applications, which 
the court held to be frivolous and vexatious, had been made by the same 
person. 

Tue Court (Linpiey and Lopes, L.JJ.) refused the present application 
on the same ground, and they ordered that no similar application should in 


future be made by the same person without the previous leave of the Court | 


of Appeal, and that, if any notice of such an application should be served 
without that leave, the respondents might disregard it.—Covnset, C. Browne ; 
Badeock. Soutctrors, Surr, Gribble, Bunton, § Gribble ; Crowders & Vizard. 


THE SOUTHPORT AND WEST LANCASHIRE BANKING OO. 
v. THOMPSON—No. 2, 3rd November. 


MorteGacor AND Mortrcacer — Frxturrs— MortGacGe spy UNpERLEASE— 
TravbeE Fixtures. 


The question in this case was whether trade fixtures passed to the mort- 
gagees under a mortgage by demise. The mortgage was made in 1882 by a 
corn mill company to a banking company, and by it the mortgagors, as bene- 
ficial owners, demised to the mortgagees (1) a piece of land and the corn 
and other buildings thereon, ‘‘and also all and every the steam-enginee, 
steam-boilers, main and cross shafting and gearing, steam, gas, and other 
pipes, pillars, and all other the fixtures and fixed machinery therein which, 
either by itself or in conjunction with other machinery, supplies or assists 
to supply the motive power to the corn mill and works”; (2) another 
piece of land and two villa residences thereon ; (3) another plot of land ; 
** together with all buildings, fixtures, &c , and appurtenances whatsoever, 
to the said premises hereinbefore firstly, pee and thirdly described 
respectively belonging or appertaining ”’ (except as respectively reserved 
in and by the leases under which the mortgagors respectively held the 
same); to hold the demised premises respectively for the residue of the 
terms for which the mortgagors held the same respectively, except in each 
case the last day of the term. The deed contained a power for the mort- 
gageés to sell ‘“‘the several plots of ground, corn mill, buildings, ease- 
ments, hereditaments, and premises hereby demised, or any of them, or 
any part thereof,” and that they should have all the powers which, by the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, were annexed to the power of sale given by that 
Act to a mortgagee. Thedeed did not contain any recital of the intention 
of the parties. Both companies were being wound up under the Com- 
panies Acts, and a question arose between their liquidators to what fixtures 
the mortgagees were entitled under their security. The liquidator of the 
corn mill er ped gave notice to the liquidator of the bank that he 
intended to cell the machinery belonging to the company in and about the 
mill, ‘‘ other than the steam-engines, steam-boilers, main and cross shaft- 
ing and gearing, steam, gas, and other pipes, _— and all other the 
fixtures, and the fixed machinery therein which supplies or assists to 
tupply the motive power to the corn mill and works.’’ The question was 
whether the mortgagees were entitled to any trade machinery or fixtures 
other than those specifically enumerated as above. Bristowe, V.C., was 
of opinion that the word “‘ fixtures”? among the general words operated 
to = to the mortgagees only fixtures ejusdem generis with those which 
had been specifically enumeratei, and that the ‘‘ trade machinery,” as dis- 
tinguished from the ‘‘ power machinery,’’ did not pass to the mortgagees. 

Tue Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lopgs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, 
holding that all the trade fixtures passed by the underlease to the mort- 
gagees, and that the liquidator of the corn mill company was not entitled 
to sell those trade fixtures which were not specifically enumerated in the 
a. Cotton, L.J., said that the Vice-Chancellor had relied upon 
some observations of Blackburn, J., in Hawtrey v. Butlin (8 Q. B. 250), 


as shewing that, as regards trade fixtures, there is a difference between 
the effect of a conveyance of land by way of mortgage by an owner in 
fee, and the effect of a mortgage by underlease by the owner of a term, 
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who is the absolute owner of trade fixtures which he is entitled, as between 
himeelf and his Jessor, to remove. In his lordship’s opinion Blackburn. J., 
did not intend to say that there was any such distinction. Words which, 
in a conveyance in fee, would pass trade fixtures would equally pass them 
in a demise during the term granted. What Blackburn, J, intended to 
say (though there was a little ambiguity in his language) was this, that 
the mortgagor's right to remove the fixtures would not, in the absence of 
express words, pass to the mortgagee by underlease ; he would only have 
the use of the fixtures during the term. In the present case the specific 
enumeration of certain trade fixtures was not sufficient to exclude the 
other trade fixtures. It would be absurd to suppose that the parties 
intended to exclude from the security things without which the corn mill 
would be of no practical value. There must be express words to do that, 
the mere enumeration of some of the trade fixtures was not sufficient. 
Linpxey and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsg1, R. Neville ; Rigby, Q.C, 
and Maberly. Soxtcrrors, Kime ¢ Hammond. 


Re FITZGERALD, FITZGERALD v. WHITE—No. 2, 1st November. 


Serriement or Rear Estate—Trvust TO ACCUMULATE RENTS TO PAY OFF 
Mortcaces—Disentartinc Deep—Ricut or OWNER TO PUT AN END 
TO ACCUMULATIONS. 

The question in this case was whether the tenant in tail of a settled estate, 
who had executed a disentailing deed, was entitled to call on the trustees of 
a term, created by the settlement for the accumulation of rents for the 
purpose of paying off mortgages on the estate, to put a stop to the accumu- 
lation. By the settlement the estate was limited (subject to certain mortgages) 
to the use of the settlor for life, with remainder to the use of trustees 
to preserve contingent remainders, with remainder to the use of trustees for a 
term of 500 years from the death of the settlor, with remainders over in 
strict settlement. The trusts of the term of 500 years were that after the 
death of the settlor the trustees should thenceforth, during the period of 
twenty-one years, yearly, out of the rents and profits of the estate, raise the 
annual sum of £1,000 and accumulate the same and the income thereof, and on 
the expiration of the period of twenty-one years, or from time to time dur- 
ing that period as they might think fit, apply the annual sum of £1,000 and 
the accumulations thereof “in or towards the satisfaction and discharge of all 
such mortgages as are now or shall then be charged upon”’ the estate or any 
part of the same. And the trustees were to permit the person for the time 
being entitled, in reversion immediately expectant upon the term, to the 
estate to receive the surplus of the rents and profits. The settlor died in 1879, 
and in 1886 the tenant in tail in possession executed a disentailing deed by 
which the estate was (subject to the mortgages) limited to himself in fee, freed 
(as the deed was expressed) from the trusts of the term of 500 years. The 
tenant in tail, who had thus become owner of the estate, subject to the mort- 
gages, took out a summons asking that the trustees might be directed to ab- 
stain from accumulating the yearly sum of £1,000 out of the rents and profits, 
and to surrender the term, and to pay over to him the accumulations which were 
in their hands. The summons was served on the trustees and on the mort- 
gagees. North, J. (in chambers), refused the application. He was of opinion 
that the mortgagees were in the position of cestuis que tiwstent, and that 
the trustees held the accumulations for their benefit, and that the sum in 
their hands was applicable to the payment off of the mortgages, and 
that the trustees would not be justified in paying the sum to the plaintiff, 
but that it should be offered to the mortgagees successively, and, in case 
of refusal by any of the mortgagees to accept it in reduction of their mort- 
gage-money, it should be applied by the trustees in payment off of any 
mortgage, or accumulated under the trusts of the term as the trustees might 
think best. The learned judge was also of opinion that the trustees were 
bound to raise the annual sum of £1,000 during the remainder of the 
twenty-one years, and to offer it to the mortgagees successively, and that, if 
the mortgagees should refuse to take it in reduction of their mortgages, the 
trustees might pay any sum of £1,000 so raised to the plaintiff. 

Tur Court (Corton, Lixpey, and Lopgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
varying the latter part of the order os that, if none of tho mortga- 
gees would take the £1,000, it should be invested and accumulated, instead of 
being paid to the plaintiff. Corron, L.J., said that, even if the mortgagees 
were not to be considered as cestwis que trustent und-r the trusts of the term, 
he should feel very great oe in authorizing the trustees to disregard 
their trusts, at the instance, not of the settlor, but of a person whose claim 
was derived from the bounty of the settlor, just as the trosts of the term 
originated in his bounty. But his lordship did not decide the case on this 
ground. If the owner of the estate had paid off the mortgages, he might 
well be entitled to say that a portion of the rents which, but for the trust, 
he would receive, should not be applied in paying the mortgage debts 
which were vested in him. But that was not the actual state of things. 
The mortgages were still outstanding, and the owner took the estate by the 
limitations of the settlement subject to the term. Was there a trust in favour 
of anyone else ? During the lifetime of the tenant for life there was a good 
trust, which might be said to be for the benefit of the remaindermen. 
That was probably one of the objects of the settlor. But, in his 
lordship’s opinion, the trust was also for the mo ees, that they might 
not be compelled to become mortgagees in possession, which was a most peril- 
ous position. This trust was not to take effect during the life of the settlor, 
but after his death, and a benefit was intended for the mortgagees just as 
much as for the tenant for life and the remaindermen. Though the 
mortgagees were not named in the settlement, they were perscns who 
could be ascertained when it became necessary to determine who were the 
cestuis que trustent. In Synnot v. Simpson (5 H. L. C., at p. 141) Lord Cran- 
worth intimated a doubt whether the doctrine of Garrard v. Lord Lauderdale 
2 R. & M. 451), that the trustees of a trust deed for the benefit of creditors 
were only agents for the settlor, and that the creditors were not cestui. que 


trustent, applied to a case where the trusts were to come into operation only on 
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the death of its author, and where, subject to the trust for payment of 
debts, the lands charged were conveyed by way of bounty to a third person. 
Linp.ey, L.J., concurred. He thought that the fact that the trusts were to 
commence only after the death of the scttlor distinguished the case from 
Garrard v. Lor/ Lauderdale. Lorrs, L.J., was of the same opinion.— 
ty Cookson, Q.C., and Blakesley ; Borrett. Soxictrors, White, Borrett, 

Co. 


MITCHELL v. CANTRILL—No. 2, 3rd November. 
PrescrirT1IonN—Licut—Lessor AND Lessee—2 &3 WI t. 4, c. 71, 8. 3. 
In this case a lease of a plot of land for building contained a provision 

to the effect that the demise should not operate to prevent the lessor from 
building on adjoining land belonging to him so as to interfere with the 
access of light to the lessee. More than twenty years had elapsed without 
the lessor building on the adjoining land. 

Tue Court (Corton, Linpiey, and Lorss, L.JJ.) held that, notwithstand- 
ing the reservation in the lease, the lessee had, under section 3 of the Pre- 
scription Act, acquireda right to theuniuterrupted access of light as against 
the lessor.—CounseEx, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Clarkson ; Morton Smith and 
Bather. Souscirors, Byrne § Lucas ; Gregory, Rowcliffes, § Co. 


HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re ADDLESTONE LINOLEUM CO., BENSON’S CLAIM—Kay, J., 
9th November. 


Company—SuHaAres—Conrracr To Issuz AS FULLY PAID tup—Non-Recis- 
TRATION OF ConrracT—WINDING Up—Ricur or ContainuToRy TO Prove 
ror Damaces—Compantes Act, 1862, s. 38 (7)—Compantes Act, 1867, s. 
25. 


The company in this case had, in pursuance of power given by its 
articles of association, issued £10 shares at a discount of £2 10s. per share ; 
some of which had been allotted to Benson. The certificates stated that 
the shares were fully paid up, but no contract as to the issue of the shares 
was filed with the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies as required by 
section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, and the company having been 
ordered to be wound up, Benson’s name was placed on the list of con- 
tributories for £2 10s. on each of his shares. He, thereupon, took out a 
summons for liberty to prove in the winding up in respect of the breach 
of contract by the company that he should have the shares fully paid up, 
in support of which the cases of Mudford’s claim (28 W. R. 670, 14 Ch. D. 
634) and Ex parte Appleyard (30 W. R. 147, 18 Ch. D. 587) were relied on, 
in which, under similar circumstances, Hall, V.C., had allowed damages 
measured by the amount of the calls. The liquidator contended that, as 
after the winding up the contract to take the shares could not be 
rescinded, the applicant was claiming as a shareholder of the company, 
which, by section 38 (7) of the Companies Act, 1862, he was not entitled to 
do in competition with the creditors who were not members of the com- 
pany, and that the case came within Houldsworth v. City of Glasoow Bank 
(28 W. R. 677, 5 App. Cas. 617), where it was held that a man who had 
been induced by fraud to take shares in a company could not retain them, 
and sue the company for damages. 

Kay, J., after taking time for consideration, held that the case was 
governed by Houldsworth v. City of Glasgow Bank ; and that in Mudford's 
claim and Ex parte Appleyard the effect of section 38 (7) of the Companies 
Act, 1862, did not seem to have been considered. He, therefore, dis- 
missed the summons, with costs.—CounseL, Farwell; Marten, Q.C., and 
F. B. Palmer. Soutcirons, Trinders § Romer. 


POULETT v. CHATTO & WINDUS AND WALFORD—Chitty, J., 
4th November. 


InsuncTtion—Lingt—IntTeriocvuTory APPLicaTIoN, 


In this case the plaintiff moved for an intertm injunction restraining the 
defendants until the trial from editing and publishing a book called 
‘*County Families of the United Kingdom,’ containing statements to 
the effect that the heir-apparent to the Poulett peerage was W. J. L. 
Viscount Hinton. It appeared that the plaintiff claimed to be the heir- 
apparent to the peerage, and complained of the defendants’ statement as 
libellous. The defendant Walford, who was the compiler and proprietor 
of the book, resisted the motion on the ground that the statement com- 
plained of had been furnished him by the present holder of the peerage, 
who had repudiated the plaintiff’s claim, and had instituted an action 
against the plaintiff for perpetuation of testimony. The defendant Wal- 
ford also stated his belief in the truth of the statement complained of, 
and his willingness to join issue with the plaintiff upon its truth; and he 
also stated that in defending the present action he was actuated solely by 
a desire to keep his book as correct as it possibly could be with regard to 
the Poulett family. The plaintiff admitted that the statement was not 
made maliciously, but submitted that a private person would be re- 
strained from publishing a statement calculated to disturb the peace of 
families, notwithstanding that such statement was made in the bond fide 
belief of its truth, and also that, as he was aware of a dispute, he should 
not have stated one side only. 

Cuirty, J., said that he should follow the principle laid down in 
Quartz Hill Gold Co. v. Beall (30 W. R. 583, 20 Ch. D. 501), to the 
effect that the jurisdiction of the court to grant an application to restrain 
the publication of an alleged libel would be exercised very carefully, and 
would not in general be exercised at all unless the applicant satisfied the 
court that the statement in the document was untrue. The present case 
was not one for such exceptional interference. Moreover, during the 
interval between the present time and the trial no serious damage was 


| W. R. 40, 34 Oh. D. 43). 








likely to accrue to the plaintiff by the continuance during that short 
period of a publication which, as was admitted, had been going on since 
1884 He therefore refused the motion, and, as the court should not 
have been asked to try a case of disputed heirship on motion, the plaintiff 
must in any event pay the defendants’ costs of the motion.—Covnset, 
J. P. Yeatman, and C. H. Turner ; Romer, Q.C., and Dauney ; Vernon R. 
Smith. Soxricrrors, Herbert Wright ; Stogden ; Walker & Martineau. 


LEVY v. THE ABERCORRIS SLATE AND SLAB CO.—Chitty, J 
2nd and 3rd November. 


Britt or Sarts—Comrany—Dexenture—Biits or Saiz Act, 1882, s. 17. 


In this case the question was whether an agreement by an incorporated 
company to issue to the plaintiff debentures to the extent of £600 secured 
over all the capital, stock, goods, chattels, and effects of the company was 
void as not having been registered as a bill of sale, or was exempted from 
such registration under section 17 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, which 
provides that nothing in the Act shall apply to any debentures issued by 
any mortgage, loan, or other incorporated company and secured upon the 
capital stock, or goods, chattels, and effects of such company. 

Cutty, J., said that the term debenture seemed to have originated 
from the words ‘‘ debentur mihi,’”? with which various old forms of 
acknowledgments commenced. The term had been long used amongst 
lawyers, but as he had observed in Edmonds v. Blaina Furnaces Co. (35 
W. R. 798, 36 Ch. D. 215), never received any exact definition. He could 
not hold that by debentures were meant acknowledgments issued in series 
or payable pari passu, for he himself had known an instance of a single 
debenture issued to a single person. The term was not one of art, and 
the view he took was that by debenture was meant a document which 
either created a debt or acknowledged it, and he thought any document 
which fulfilled either of these functions was a debenture. That being so, 
he was of opinion that the agreement to assign the goods, chattels, and 
effects of the company was a debenture within the meaning of section 17, 
and as it also answered to the other terms of the Act, was exempted from 
registration as a bill of sale. The fact that it was an agreement to issue 
was immaterial, for in equity it was a charge which took immediate effect, 
as would a debenture actually issued (Ross v. Army and Navy Hotel Co., 35 
The objection that the agreement had not been 
registered was, therefore, invalid.—CounseL, Romer, Q.C., and Theodore 
Ribton ; Sir A. Watson, Q.O., and Byrne. Soutcrrons, Edward Lee; Carr 
§ Son, 


LAWSON v. QUARE—Chitty, J., 9th November. 
PracTitcE—RECcTIFICATION OF SETTLEMENT—INFANT—AFFIDAVIT EvIDENCE, 

This was an action for rectification of a settlement. 

Cuirry, J., during the course of the hearing, commented on the 
difficulty of trying the action on affidavit evidence, and directed one of 
the principal witnesses (the wife) to be forthwith examined in court, and 
ultimately adjourned the action and directed it to be placed in the witness 
list, stating that, in his opinion, in an action for rectification of a settlement 
involving the interests of infants, it was not right for counsel to agree that 
the action should be tried on affidavit evidence.-—CounseL, Romer, Q C., 
and LE. Ford ; Wm. Baker ; Vernon R. Smith. Soxicrrors, 7. Oldacres Dean ; 
Clulow ; Burn § Berridge. 


Re WENMOTH'’S ESTATE—Chitty, J., 8th and 9th November. 


Witi—Construction—Gurt or Income or A Funp To CHILDREN As A CLAss, 
PayasiE AT TWENTY-ONE. 


In this case the question arose whether the rule which the court applies 
to a bequest of an aggregate fund to children as a class, payable on a given 

e, will also be applied to a similar bequest of income so that the period 
of distribution is the period of the ascertainment of the class to the exclusion 
of children born after the period of distribution. It appeared that the 
testator gave to his daughter an annuity payable out of the income of his 
estate, and gave the surplus income during his daughter’s lifetime, and 
after her death the whole of the income of his estate upon trust, to pay and 
apply the same unto and equally between his grandchildren on their 
attaining the age of twenty-one years, during their respective lives, share 
and share alike, and after the death of the last survivor of his grand- 
children, upon the trusts therein mentioned. 

Curry, J., said that in the case of the bequest of the corpus of a fund 
amongst children, payable at twenty-one, the court was confronted with an 


| inconsistency—namely, that the fund should be distributed at a period 





when the class was not necessarily closed. It had therefore adopted what 
was called a rule of convenience, and made the period of distribution of the 
fund the period of ascertainment of the class entitled to share in the fund. 
In such a case the court was in difficulty, but in the case before him there 
was no such difficulty. In the case of distribution of income the trusteec 
could distribute periodically amongst the members of the class as they 
came into existence, whereas the share of a person entitled to call for a 
distribution of the corpus of a fund must be paid to him once for all. 
Therefore on principle he was enabled to kold that in the case of a bequest 
of income amongst children to be paid at twenty-one, the class wasopen until 
thelast born child attained twenty-one. He was also of opinion that this view 
was supported by the authority of Mogg v. Mogg (1 Merivale, 654), whilst the 
cases of Elliott v. Elliott (12 Sim. 275), and Le Coppard’s Estate, Howlett v. 
Hodson (35 W.R. 475, 35 Ch. D. 350), could be explained, and also were 
decisions upon bequests threatened by the rule of perpetuities, and therefore 
interpreted according to the rule expressed in Pearks v. Moseley 
(5 App. Cas, 714, per Selborne, O., at p. 719).—Covnse., 4. Whitaker, Jason 
Smith, Dunham, A, Cross, and S. Stephens. Souictrors, C. G. Hobbs ; Wolfer- 
stan § Avery. 
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HOWARD v. HILL—North, J., 28th October. 
R.S.C., 1883, XXV., 4; XIX., 21—Srrmine ovr Preapine Dis- 
CLOSING NO REASONABLE Cause or AcTION—JURISDICTION. 

This was a motion by the defendant to strike out the statement of 
claim on the ground that it disclosed no reasonable cause of action. The 
action was brought by some of the governors of an infirmary (a voluntary 
association), on behalf of themselves and all the other governors, except the 
defendants, and a Mr. Ensor, who had been a candidate for the office of 
honorary ophthalmic surgeon to the infirmary. The defendants were four 
members of the committee, the chairman of a recent meeting of the 
governors, anda Mr. Thompson, who had been at the meeting declared 
duly elected honorary ophthalmic surgeon. The statement of claim alleged 
that there were only two candidates for the office, Ensor and Thompson, 
that eighteen governors voted in person for Thompson, and 254 proxies 
were tendered on his behalf and allowed by the chairman; that sixteen 
governors voted in person for Ensor, and 355 proxies were tendered on 
his behalf, but that the chairman improperly rejected 140 of these 
proxies, and declared that Thompson was duly elected. It was also 
alleged that there had been a breach of the rules of the association, and 
that Thompson's election had been brought about by undue influence on 
the part of the committee, and that Thompson was not duly qualified. 
The plaintiffs claimed a declaration that the proxies had been improperly 
rejected, and that Ensor ought to have been declared to be elected ; or, 
in the alternative, a declaration that Thompson was not duly elected, and 
a mandamus to the committee to summon a new meeting ; and an injunction 
to restrain Thompson from acting, and the governors and committee from 
permitting him to act. It was argued, on the authority of Foss v. Har- 
bottle (2 Hare, 461), that, the question in dispute relating to the internal 
management of the association over which a general meeting had com- 
plete control, the court would not interfere. 

Nortu, J., refused the motion. We did not think that the statement 
of claim disclosed no reasonable cause of action by any of the plaintiffs 
against any of the defendants. The question was whether the proxies 
had been wrongly rejected. The plaintiffs were not bound to run the 
risk of anew meeting. It might well be that persuns who would have 
voted for Entor in the first instance would not, when Thompson had been 
in possession of the office, think it right to turn him out. 

Nortn, J., also held that the defendants could not upon this motion 
read the rules of the association, though they were shortly referred to 
in the statement of claim. He was of opinion that he could only look at 
the statement of claim.—CounseL, Cookson, Q.C., and Warrington; C. 
Herbert Brown. Soutcitors, Torr § Co. ; Tatham, Son, § Lousada. 


HANCOCK v. HANCOCK—North, J., 7th November. 
MarrieD Woman — Property HELD TO SEPARATE Use — Errect or 
CoveNANT IN SETTLEMENT TO SETTLE AFTER-ACQUIRED Property—MARRIED 
Women’s Prorgerty Act, 1882, ss. 5, 19. 


A question arose in this case as to the combined effect of sections 5 and 19 
of the Married Women’s Property Act of 1882. Section 5 provides that 
“every woman married before the commencement of this Act shall be entitled 
to have and to hold and to dispose of in manner aforesaid” (i.¢., by will or 
otherwise as her separate property, in the same manner as if she were a 
feme sole) “us her separate property all real and personal property, her title 
to which, whether vested or contingent, and whether in possession, reversion, 
or remainder, shall accrue after the commencement of this Act.” And by 
section 19, “ Nothing in this Act contained shall interfere with or affect any 
settlement or agreement for a settlement made or to be made, whether 
before or after marriage, respecting the property of any married woman.” 
The Act came into operation on the Ist of January, 1883. In the present case 
a settlement was, on the 19th of October, 1870, made in contemplation of a then 
intended marriage, which was soon afterwards solemnized. By the settle- 
ment certain property, which the wife was then possessed of or entitled to, 
was assigned to the trustees, upon trust for the benefit of the wife, the 
husband, and the children of the marriage. The deed contained a covenant 
by the husband with the trustees, that, in case at any time during the intended 
coverture any real or personal estate (exceeding in amount or value £20 at 
one time and from one source, and not consisting of jewels, rings, or other 
articles of that nature) should be given, devised, or bequeathed to, or descend 
or devolve upon or vest in the wife, or any person or persons in trust for her, 
or in the husband in her right, then and in any and every such case the 
husband would make, do, and execute, or join or concur with the wife in 
making, doing, and executing all such acts, deeds, &c., as should be neces- 
sary or proper for vesting such real or personal estate in the trustees for the 
time being of the settlement, upon the trusts of the settlement or such of them 
as should then be subsisting. There was no covenant by the wife, nor any 
agreement or declaration by the parties to the same effect. By the will (dated the 
6th of March, 1883) of her mother, who died on the 22nd of September, 1883, 
the wife became entitled to a share of her estate, which was not given to her 
separate use. The action was brought for the administration of the mother's 
estate, and in it a sum of stock had been carried over to the separate account 
of the wife and her assignees (if any) and her incumbrancers (if any). The 
wife presented a petition, asking a declaration that her share under her 
mother’s will was not bound by the settlement, but that it belonged to the 
wife for her separate use absolutely, and that, subject to the payment of 
costs, the stock might be transferred to the petitioner. 

Nortu, J., held that the trustees of the settlement were entitled to the 
stock, He said that the covenant for the settlement of the after-acquired 
property of the wife was in substance the same as the similar covenants in 
Ramsden vy. Smith (2 Drew. 298) and Dawes v. Tredwell (18 Ch, D. 354). It 
was a covenant by the husband alone, and not by the wife, Both the execu- 
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tion of the will of the mother and her death were after the commencement of 
the Act of 1882, and the question was whether, notwithstanding her husband's 
covenant, the wife was entitled to this property absolutely for her separate 
use. In Je Stonor’s Trusts (24 Ch. D, 195, 29 Soxicrrors’ Journax,600), the 
settlement was executed in 1862, and it contained a joint agreement by the 
husband and wife for the settlement of after-acquired property of the wife, 
except property to which she should be entitled for her separate use. After 
the Act she became entitled to some property which was not settled to her 
separate use, and Pearson, J., held that section 19 of the Act prevented the 
application of section 5, and that consequently the property was bound 
by the settlement. In Re Queade’s Trusts (33 W. R. 817, 29 Soxrcrrons’ 
JourNAL, 99), the settlement (which was a post-nuptial one) was made 
in 1847, and it contained an agreement by the husband and wife that the 
after-acquired property of the wife should be settled. In 1883 the wife 
became entitled to some property, and the question arose whether this props 
erty was bound by the agreement. In that case the agreement was ex- 
pressed in terms which were binding on both the husband and the wife, 
but the wife was not, in fact, bound by it, because at the time when the 
settlement was made she was a married woman, and, moreover, an infant. 
It was as if the wife had not been bound at all, and the case was distinguish- 
able from Re Stonor’s Trusts. Chitty, J., held that the property was no: 


bound by the agreement, and that the wife was entitled to it. Tha° 
case was very like the present. In Re Whitaker (34 Ch. D. 
227, 31 Soricrrors’ Jovurnat, 200), his lordship thought that 


the Court of Appeal had settled the law, and he was bound to 
follow it. In that case the settlement was executed in 1873, and by 
it the husband and the wife (before the marriage) had jointly covenanted to 
settle the after-acquired property of the wife, except that to which she should 
be entitled for her separate use. Under the will of her father the wife 
in 1884 became entitled to £10,000, which was not given to her for her 
separate use, and the court held that section 5 of the Act was modified by 
section 19, and that, reading the two sections together, the property did not 
belong to the wife for her separate use so as to be excepted from the settle- 
ment. There, no doubt, the covenant was a joint one by husband and wife, 
and not a covenant by the wife alone. But, having regard to the reasons 
given by the Lords Justices, his lordship thought that this circumstance did 
not make the difference which Ohitty, J., in Re Queade's Trusts thought 
that it did, and his lordship must come to a different decision from that in 
Re Queade’s Trusts, The result of the judgments of the Lords Justices was 
that sections 5 and 19 of the Act were to be read together, so as to prevent 
anything from being taken away from the husband and children which they 
would have had under the settlement, if the Act had not taken itaway. The 
effect of the husband’s covenant was clearly stated by Jessel, M.R., in Dates 
v. Tredwell (18 Ch. D., at p. 360) thus:—“ The covenant, to my mind, is 
plain, and I consider it clear Covet doubt that the husband has only agreed 
to do what he has powerto do. Now he can do two things. If the property 
vests in him b a which is the case with a great deal of 

property, or, if he has the power of disposition by law, as in the case of 
leaseholds, he is to assign it. If it is real estate it vests in the wife, not in 
him, but he has an interest in it and has a power of concurring with her in 
conveying, and he is bound to convey his interest and to join with her in 
conveying the whole property, if she is willing to do so, but the covenant does 
not affect property as to which he has no control whatever.’’ In other words, 
the covenant of the husband affected the property of the wife so far as it was 
under his control, and he was also bound to concur with her in settling any 
other property, if she was willing to do so. In the present case, if the pro- 
perty was bound at all, it was bound by the covenant of the husband, and 
sections 5 and 19 of the Act taken together prevented the wife from saying 
that the separate use given to her by section 5 excluded the operation of the 
settlement. ‘The property was bound by the settlement, and belonged to the 
trustees. If, however, any part of the fund in court had arisen from real 
estate of the mother, the wife might not, as to that part, be bound by the 
settlement, but, so far as the fund represented personal estate of the mother, 
the wife was bound, and the fund must be handed over to the trustees, 
—CounseL, Mulligan ; E. R. Simpson. Soxicrror, William Horsley. 


Re JOHN TURFFREY (DECEASED) —Stirling, J., 5th November. 


Serrtep Esrares Act, 1877, s. 283—Petitrion—Disrensine with Ooncur- 
RENCE. 

A question arose in this case as t> the circumstances in which the cout 
will dispense with the concurrence of persons interested in property to be 
dealt with upon a petition under the Settled Estates Act. The petition 
was for the confirmation of a conditional contract for the sale, at the price 
of £1,800, of land settled by will. The condition was that the contract 
should be executed by the 31st of December next. One of the persons 
interested was a married lady residing in Australia. She was entitled to 
one-fifteenth share contingently — surviving her mother. In order 
to enable her concurrence to be obtained in time to complete the conditional 
contract, information would have to be sent to her by telegraph, and a 
large portion of her share would be thereby consumed. 

Sriziino, J., in dis with the concurrence, said that the pro 
course was to allow the } omar sg to take their order, notwithstanding 
that the concurrence of the lady in question had not been ob’ 
(Settled Estates Act, 1877, s. 28).—Counsex, P. 8. Gregory. Soticrrors, 
Hurd § Martin. 


WHITEHOUSE v. EDWARDS—Stirling, J., Ist and 8th November. 
ApVANCEMENT — FatuHerR pegcominc Surety ror Purcaask-Money OF 
Busmvgss Purcuasgp sy Son. 

George Frederick Whitehouse purchased the business of a brasefounder, 
the consideration being £300 payable at once, and a further sam payable 
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by instalments, to be secured by promissory notes. His father advanced 
for him the £300, and joined with his son in giving the promissory notes 
for securing the future instalments, but the contract was not the con- 
tract of the father, but of the son. The father, before his death, paid 
one of the instalments subsequently becoming due. Upon his death, the 
qnestion arose whether the £300 and the instalment so paid by him was 
*n advancement to George Frederick Whitehouse, or whether it was to 
be treated as a debt due from him to his father’s estate ¢ 

Stiruine, J., held that it was not an advancement. The contract was 
not the father’s, but the son’s. And the fact that the father paid was 
due, not to his desire to purchase a business for his son, but to the son’s 
inability t pay the purchase-money. That distinguished the case from 
Drew v. Martin (12 W. R. 547, 2 H. & N. 120) and Redington v. Redington 
(3 Ridg. 106).—Counset, VW. P. Beale; Colt; and Willis Bund. Souxtcrrors, 
Kennedy, Hughes, & Kennedy, for L C. Colman, Birmingham; H. Tyrrell ; 
and Miller § Miller. 


HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 

NEAVES AND ANOTHER v. SPOONER—4th November. 
Costs—Recovery or Less THAN £20—Country Covrrs Act, 1367 (30 & 
31 Vicr. c. 142), s. 5—R.S.C , 1883, LXV., 12. 

This was an appeal by the defendant from an order of Kekewich, J., at 
chambers, by which it was ordered that the plaintiffs do recover their 
costs of the action against the defendant, to be taxed by the Sheffield 
District Registrar upon the county court scale B. The action, which was 
brought in the High Court, was to recover a sum for rent of a house 
which the defendant held of the plaintiffs, and also for an account of rents 
which the defendant had collected for the plaintiffs as their agent. The 
defendant set up a counter-claim. An order having been made for an 
account, the district registrar issued a certificate, the effect of which was 
that the plaintiffs were entitled to recover £3 from the defendant. The 
defendant paid into court the sum of £3, which the plaintiffs took out. 
The plaintiffs’ costs of the action amounted to £56. Demand for payment 
thereof was refused by the detendant. Thereupon the plaintiffs applied 
to Kekewich, J., for an order for their costs, when that learned judge 
made the above-mentioned order. It was argued on behalf of the 
appellant that, by virtue of section 5 of the County Courts Act, 1867, the 
plaintiffs, having recovered a sum not exceeding £20, were not entitled to 
any costs at all, unless the court or a judge by rule or order allowed costs. 
In that case they would be entitled to costs on the High Court scale; but 
here Kekewich, J., had expressly refused to allow the plaintiffs costs 
on the High Court scale. The effect of section 5 and ord. 65, r. 12, read 
together, was that where the plaintiff recovered between £50 and £20 he 
was only entitled to costs on the county court scale, but where he re- 
covered less than £20 he was not entitled to any costs. Therefore ord. 
65, r. 12, was not applicable to the present case, and the learned judge 
had no power to make an order under that rule. Otherwise the rule 
would repeal section 5 of the County Courts Act. On the part of the 
plaintiffs it was contended that the judge had an absolute discretion 
whether he acted under section 5 of the Act or under ord. 65, r.12. The 
plaintiff was to be allowed in the present case no costs, unless the judge 
otherwise ordered. Here the judge had otherwise ordered. 

Tue Court (STEPHEN and Cuarues, JJ.) referred to Calvert v. Davison 
(W. N., 1884, p. 18), a case decided at chambers, and thought 
that ord. 65, r. 12, must be read together with section 5 of the County 
Courts Act, and must be limited to cases where the plaintiff recovers a 
sum not exceeding £50, but exceeding £20. They held that the order of 
Kekewich, J., was wrong, ani allowed the appeal without prejudice to 
the plaintiffs’ right to apply to a judge for costs on the High Court 
scale.—CounseL, 7. W. Chitty; Morton Daniel. Souscrrors, ell, 
Brodrick, § Gray ; J. ¢ W. Maude. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES, 
Ex parte CHARMAN, Re CLAGETT.—C. A. No. 1, 28th October. 


Insotvent Denton —Scurpitus or Estate — Interest oN Depts NOT 
BEARING INTEREST BY ConTRACT OR AT LAW—l1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 92. 


The question in this case was whether, there being a surplus of the 
estate of an insolvent debtor, against whom a vesting order was made by 
the Insolvent Debtors Court in 1845, interect could be claimed by a creditor 
in respect of a bill of exchange which the debtor had accepted in 1844. 
The bill was for £500. The interest claimed (from the maturity of the bil)) 
amounted to more than £1,000. A large sum had recently accrued to the 
debtor’s estate in consequence of the compromise of an action. The bill 
of exchange contained no express contract for the payment of interest. 
Section 92 of the Act 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 provides that if the court shall be 
satisfied that all the debts in respect of which the adjudication was made 
have been paid and satisfied, the court may direct the warrant of attorney 
executed by the insolvent to be cancelled, or, if judgment shall have been 
entered up, the court may order satisfaction to be entered up on the 
judgment; and, if it shall appear that after the debts of the insolvent have 

en discharged and satisfied, there shall remain any property in the 
possession of the assignee, the court may order that such remaining 
property shall be vested in the insolvent or his heirs, executors, adminis- 
trators, orassigns. The Bankruptcy Act of 6 Geo. 4 and the subsequent 
Barkruptcy Statute, contain an express provision for the payment of 
interest on a]l the debts of the bankrupt in the event of asurplus, but there 
i3 no similar provision in the Actl & 2 Vict. c. 110 or in the previous 
Insolvent Debtors Acts, 





Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) held that 
interest could not be claimed. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that interest 
claimed ona bill of exchange, which did not carry interest on the face of 
it, could not be claimed as part of the contract, and could only be re- 
covered, if at all, by way of damages in some process of law. That pro- 
cess of law must be in respect of the contract sum, and could not be for 
the interest alyne In an action on a bill of exchange a jury migbt give or 
might refuse to give interest on the principal sum, but theinterest was only 
given, if it was given at all, as damages. Therefore, if the principal sum 
was paid or tendered at any time after the bill of euchange became due, 
the person to whom it was due could not refuse to take the money be- 
cause no interest was tendered, nor could he bring any subsequent action 
for the interest. Theinterest was no part of the debt. When an action 
was tried under the present practice by a judge without a jury, the 
judge had the same power to give or refuse interest. Ifa court of equity 
ever gave interest on a bill of exchange, it gave it as a species of equitable 
damages. Courts of equity and courts of common a law had jurisdiction 
which was only limited by the rules and practice of equity and common 
law. But the Insolvent Debtors Court did not exist by virtue of common 
law, it was created by statute, and, therefore, it had only the jurisdiction 
given it by statute. The statute (1 & 2 Vict. c. 110) did not expressly 
provide for the payment of interest out of a surplus, nor was there any 
necessary implication to that effect. The surplus after payment of the 
debts was to be vested in the debtor or his representatives. According to 
the ordinary meaning of the word, interest which could only be given by 
way of damages was not a ‘‘debt.’”? Bowen, L.J., concurred. Fry, 
L.J., said that, if there had been a uniform practice in the Insolvent 
Debtors Court to give interest, this court might have followed it. But it 
was admitted that there was no such practice. In the case of bankruptcy 
the Legislature was minded to allow the payinent of interest on all debts 
in the case of a surplus, but there was vo such psovision in the case of 
insolvency.—CounsEL, Cookson, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie; Channell, Q.C., 
and Sidney Woolf; Herbert Reed. Soxricrrons, Oliver Richmond ; Leslie & 
Hardy; W. W. Aldridge. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Re JOHNSON—C.A. No, 1, 7th November. 


Contempt OF Count—INTERFERENCE WITH THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 
—JvupGe Sirtine 1n Cuampers—Conpvuct ouTsipE CHAMBERS. 


This was an appeal from en order of Kekewich, J., sitting as Vacation 
Judge, committing Mr. Johnson, a solicitor, to prison fer contempt of 
court. There was an action of Jonas v. Long in the Lambeth County 
Court, and on August 16 an application was made to Kekewich, J , who 
was sitting as Vacation Judge in chambers, to stay proceedings under an 
order of the county court pending an appeal to the High Court. Upon 
this application Mr. Johnson, as solicitor for one of the defendants, and 
Mr. Charles Robinson, as solicitor for the plaintiff, attended before the 
judge. It was alleged that Johnson refused to allow Robinson to see and 
| take a copy of the judge’s order, and it was alleged in the affidavits filed 
| in support of the application to court, that when they left the chambers 
| Johnson began to call Robinson offensive names, and continued doing so 
| while going down stairs, and at the Temple-bar entrance to the building 
cilled him a ‘‘ liar” and a ‘‘ damned perjured scoundrel,’? ard shook his 
fist in Robinson's face, without, however, striking him. A motion was, 
by leave, made before Kekewich, J., in court, to commit Johnson to 
prison for contempt, and the motion having been adjourned from August 
24 to August 31, in order to serve Johnson with notice of the application, 
Kekewich, J., sitting in court (Johnson not appearing), made an order for 
committal for contempt of court, the order stating that it appeared from 
the evidence, that Johnson did, within the precincts of the court, threaten, 
assault, and intimidate Robinson, and the court were of opinion that 
Jobnson had been guilty of contempt of court. Johnson appealed, and 
filed an affidavit denying that he used the language attributed to him, 
and several contentions were raised on his behalf as to service of the 
notice of motion which the court overruled, and which it is unnecessary to 
state. Three main arguments were relied on: (1) that a judge sitting at 
chambers is not sitting in court, and, therefore, there could be no 
‘‘contempt of court;’’ and that a judge in chambers has no power to 
fine or imprison for contempt; (2) that the alleged contempt was not 
committed within the court or within the precincts of the court; and (3) 
that the conduct did not amount to contempt of court, but was mere 
personal abuse. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the 
conduct of the :olicitor consisted in using the most disgraceful language 
to the solicitor on the other side in connection with the proceedings 
before the judge in chambers. He intended that language to be an 
insult to the administration of justice and to bring it into contempt. 
There could be no doubt that it was an iosult to the administra- 
tion of justice. The judge in court accordingly made an order of 
committal for contempt. It was argued that there was no contempt in 
court; but it did not, therefore, follow that there was no contempt of 
court. It was also argued that a judge sitting in chambers was not 
sitting in court, and so there was no contempt of court. It was not 
necessary, however, that the occurrence should take place in court or bea 
contempt of a judge sitting in court; all that was necessary was that it 
should be a contemptuous interference with a judicial proceeding, the 
judge acting in his judicial capacity. That was laid down by Wilmot, 
CJ., in an undelivered judgment, which was set out in ‘‘ Notes of 
Opinions and Judgments, by Lord Chief Justice Wilmot,’’ p. 243, 
where, at p. 265, he said :—‘‘ Therefore the question resolves itself at last 
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into this single point—whether a judge, making an order at his house or 
chambers, is not acting in his judicial capacity as a judge of this court, 
and both his person and character under the same protection as if he was 
sitting by himself in court. It is conceded that an act of violence upon 
his person, when he was making such an order, would be a contempt 
punishable by attachment; upon what principle? for striking a judge in 
walking along the streets would not be a contempt of court. The reason, 
therefore, must be that he is in the exercise of his office, and discharging 
the function of a judge of this court.”” That was approved of by Lord 
Lyndhurst in Ex parte Van Sandau (1 Phill. 445). That doctrine was ap- 
plicable tu proceedings before a judge, if the judge was acting judicially 
in his office as judge of the High Court, wherever sitting. Anyone who 
interfered with those judicial proceedings so as to bring them into con- 
tempt was guilty of contempt, not of the judge, but of the court of which 
that judge was a member. That doctrine was applicable to proceedings 
before a master of the court, as appeared from Ez parte Wilton (1 Dowl. 
N.S. 805). His lordship could not lay down any particular limit of time 
or of space, if there was an interference with the administration of justice. 
The act here complained of took place immediately on leaving the judge’s 
chambers, and it was intended to cast contumely and insult upon what 
the judge had done, and interfere with justice. His lordship was not 
prepared to say whether a judge in chambers was a “‘court,”’ but he was 
acting for the court, and the insult was a contempt of the court for which 
he was acting. Accordingly the judge in court had power to commit for 
the contempt, and his order was right. Bowen, L.J., said that the law had 
armed courts of record with the power dbrevi manu of preventing and 
punishing attempts to interfere with the administration of justice. 
Upon that ground insults to judges, witnesses, and jurors were not 
allowed, and persons engaged in judicial proceedings in the courts were 
protected both in going to and returning from the courts. He agreed 
that the conduct of the solicitor here was a gross interference with the 
administration of justice, and was a contempt of the court whose repre- 
sentative the judge was. Fry, L J., concurred.—Counset, Oswald and 
F. Watt; Johnston Watson. Soxrscrtors, J. Grove ; Charles Robinson § Co, 


DE MORA v. CONCHA—Stirling, J., 4th November. 


Soutrcrror—OContinvance or AvtHorttry—Service or Notice or Morron 
—R.S.C., 1883, VII., 3. 


In this case a question arore with regard to service of notice of motion 
on behalf of the plaintiff. By the decree in this suit, dated the 17th of 
November, 1860, and various subsequent orders, the last of which was 
dated the 19th of July, 1884, certain accounts and inquiries were directed. 
These orders were not yet completely marked out. On the 4th of August 
last the plaintiff’s solicitors received a letter from the defendant’s rolici- 
tors stating that they had refused to act any longer for the defendant. 
That letter not being in compliance with ord. 7, r 3, which provides for 
change of solicitors, the plaintiff's solicitors continued to serve notices for 
the defendant upon them. On the 13th of October, 1887, the defend- 
ant’s solicitors obtained ex parte from the Vacation Judge, sitting in the 
Common Law Chambers, upon an affidavit entitled in the matter of the 
solicitors, an order taking their name off the record as solicitors for the 
defendant. Notwithstanding this order, notice of the present motion was 
served on the defendant at the office of the same solicitors. It was con- 
tended on behalf of the plaintiff that the service was good, it having been 
decided by De la Pole v. Dick (33 W. KR. 585, 29 Ch. D. 351) that the solici- 
tors for a party in a cause continue to represent him so long as the client 
has not taken the proper steps for informing his opponent that he has 
withdrawn his solicitor’s authority. 

Srrunc, J., held that service had been rightly effected.—Covunszg, 
Fischer, Q.C., and Stewart Smith. Soricrrors, Worthington, Evans, § Blax- 
land. 

[In De la Pole y. Dick the name of the defendant’s solicitor remained on 
the record. ] 





COUNTY COURTS. 
Ex parte SYMES, Re THE TRUSTEE—Dorchester, 18th October. 


Britis or Sate Act, 1878—Recerrr AND Inventory oF FurNITURE— 
REGISTRATION. 


Judge Tinpat Arxrnson, who had reserved judgment in this case, said : 
—This was a motion by Gustavus Phelps Symes asking for an order by the 
court directing Zillwood Milledge, the trustee of the bankrupt’s estate, to 
deliver to him, G. P. Symes, certain articles of furniture recently removed 
from a house, No. 12, Argyle-terrace, Weymouth. The facts may be 
shortly stated as follow:—The bankrupt, Ratcliff Harry Croyden, who 
carried on at Weymouth the business of an auctioneer, estate agent, and 
letter of furnished houses, had, in the year 1885, become embarrassed in 
his monetary affairs. His solicitor, Mr. Symes, had from time to time 
assisted him with small cash advances, and in October of that year Oroy- 
den, at Symes’ request, furnished him with a written statement of his 
then existing liabilities and assets. On the 27th day of October, 1885, 
Symes gave a guarantee to the Wilts and Dorset Banking Company for 
an advance of £100 to Croyden, which sum remairs unpaid. On the 20th 
of November, 1885, Symes wrote a letter to Croyden, saying, ‘‘ You have 
not brought me any security for the £100 I became security for you to the 
Wilts and Dorset Bank. I must hold something tangible, and have an 
idea how the amount is to be repaid. You suggested I should have the 
letting contract for your house in Argyle-street, and pay off the amount 
out of the rent as it became due.’’ Shortly after the date of this letter— 
viz., on the 3rd of December—the request therein contained was acted 
upon by Oroyden giving to Symes an inventory of the furniture and effects 





of the house in Argyle-terrace, accompanied by a receipt for the purchase- 
money—viz., £100—it being understood that the consideration for the 
— and sale was the contingent liability incurred by Symes in 
aving given the guarantee to the bank. On these facts the question 
arises, Does the sale of the furniture in this case fall within the provision 
of the 4th section of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, which enacts that the 
expression ‘‘ bill of sale’ shall include bills of sale, assignment, transfers, 
declarations of trusts without transfer, inventories of goods with receipts 
thereto attached, on receipt for purchase-moneys of goods and other 
assurances of personal chattels? It was contended by Mr. Herbert Reed 
for the applicant that the Bills of Sale Act did not apply, because the 
title of Mr. Symes to the furniture did not depend upon the receipt and 
inventory. but, using the language of Lord Justice Bowen in the case of 
The North Central Wagon Co. v. The Manchester, Sheffield Railway Co. 
(35 Ch. D. 205) stands proprio vigore independently of these documents. 
The facts proved do not establish to my satisfaction that the property 
in the furniture had been legally transferred independently from the 
receipt and inventory. It was asserted by Mr. Symes that there was a 
complete sale of the furni ure to him on the 27th of October, 1885, but 
I think that assertion is disposed of by his letter to Croyden of the 20th 
of November, 1885, and no actual sale was proved until the giving of the 
receipt and inventory on the 3rd of December, 1885 Had it been proved 
that an actual verbal sale had, previvusly to the 3rd of December, been 
made, I should have felt very considerable difficulty in holding that there 
had been a receipt and acceptance sufficient to pass the property within 
the meaning of the 17th section cf the Statute of Frauds, and such 
receipt as was held sufficient in Castle v. Sworder (6 H. & N. 832). 
Holding, as I do, that the two documents before me in the present case 
constitute the conveyance which was intended to give the title to the 
furniture by Croyden to Symes, and independently of which documents 
no right or title to the same had been conferred, I am of opinion this case 
fells within the decisions of Ex parte Cooper (10 Ch. D. 313), Woodgate v. 
Godfrey (5 Ex. D. 24), and North Central Wagon Co. v. The Manchester and 
Sheffield Railway Co. (35 Ch. D. 191), and is a transaction which amounts 
to an assurance of personal chattels, and is, therefore, a bill of sale, 
which requires to registered. In giving judgment in Marsden v. 
Meadows (7 Q. B. D., at p. 86) Bramwell, L.J., has drawn the dictinction 
between a receipt which falls within the requirement of the 4th section of 
the Bills of Sale Act of 1878, and requires registration, where he says 
‘*That when the receipt is intended to be the instrument of transfer, or 
the record of the transaction, then it is to be registered and attested as a 
bill of sale under the Act. But where there is no evidence of any inten- 
tion of that kind it shall be unnecessary to register a receipt signed by the 
seller of the goods. Applying this test to the facts (proved in this case), 
it seems clear to me that the receipt and inventory in question were in- 
tended as an instrument of transfer of the goods, and required to be 
registered in accordance with the Bills of Sale Act, 1878 It was ad- 
mitted that the reeeipt and inventory had not been registered as a bill of 
sale, and this objection is fatal to the present application. I have also 
come to the conclusion that the furniture in question was not in the order 
and disposition of the bankrupt at the commencement of the bankruptcy 
under such circumstances that he was the reputed owner: but it becomes 
unnecessary to discuss the reasoning of my judgment on this point, and 
as my decision that the want of registration of the receipt and inventory 
is fatal to the claim of Mr. Symes, the order applied for is therefore re- 
fused. With regard to costs, there being no grounds for supposing that 
anything but good faith prevailed throughout the transaction on the part 
of Mr. Symes, I make no order with regard to costs, save that the trus- 
tee’s costs are to come out of the estate.—Herbert Reed, barrister, for 
Symes; Huzxtable for the trustee. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
Norice.—Apreats Stanpino Over. 

Upon production to the registrar of a request or consent, signed by the 
solicitors of all parties, at the latest four clear days before the day when 
the appeal is likely to be in the paper, together with a statement of the 
reasons for the application, the case will be mentioned by the cause clerk 
to one of the members of the court, and, if the reasons are considered 
sufficient, the appeal will be marked not to be in the paper until the day 
agreed upon, without any more formal application being made to the 


court. 
November, 1887. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Orper or TRANSFER. 
Friday, the 4th day of November, 1887. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. J ustice Kekewich 
respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. 
Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Stirling should, for 
the purpose only of hearing or of trial, be transferred to Mr. Justice 
Kekewich; now I, the Kight Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron 
Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that 
the several causes and matters set forth in the schedules hereto be accord- 
ingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, 
and Mr. Justice Stirling to Mr. Justice Kekewich, for the p only of 
hearing or of trial, and be marked in the cause books acco ly. And 
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this order is to be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several 
offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


First Scuepvtet. 

¥rom Mr. Justice Chitty (Witness Actions). 
1885. 
1883 
1886, 
Baroness Wenlock v Ryder 1885 W 
Reynolds v Norris 1886 R 55 April 29 
Ebrich v Ihlee & anr 1885 E 1,107 May8 
Sharp v Goody, Cripps Son, ld_ 1886 1,282 
Attorney-Gen v Anderson Anderson v Haskins 
Ingram v Clarke 1887 I 112 March 31 
Clarke vIpgram 1886 C 3,378 aa 12 
887. 
1886 B 
5,366 


5,364 


Hopkinson v Peruvian Guano Co H 2,847 July 27 





3,586 


March 2 


s July 8 


1880 H 26 


July 26 


5,365 
April 21 
April 21 
5.369 April 21 

B 7 April 21 

B 6,137 April 21 
April 22 


E Blakey & Soi1s v Latham & Co 
E Blakey & Sonsv Lee 1886 B 
E Blakey & Sons v Hall 1886 B 
E Blakey & Sons v Cooke 1886 B 
E Blakey & Sons y Tupholme 1886 
E Blakey & Sons v Hargrave 1886 
Mansford v Bell 1887 M 452 
Sampson v Ellis 1886 S 5,532 April 26 
Bullock v Horsford 1886 B 1,323 April 27 
Alder v' Thomas 1887 A 80 April 30 | 
Clift v Foster 1886 C 4,724 May 2 
In re Seymour Seymourv Seymour 1885 § 2,210 May 5 
Baker v Jefferies 1887 B 954 May 5 
Stenteford v Godfray 1886 S 4,706 May 9 
Marks v Anglo- Montana Mining Co 1887 M 
Goold v Birmingham and Dudley Dist Ry Co 
Brown v Bird 1887 B 580 May 23 

In rc Huddleston, Widow Ackland v Gatey 1887 
In re Best Best v Best 1886 B 1,880 May 25 
Horlock v Wiggins Wiggins vHorlock 1887 H 
Lyon v Hosegood 1887 L 666 May 27 

Pead v Briggs 1886 P 3,091 Junel 

Shorland v Adams 1887 S 5,459 June7 | 
Burt v Hodges 1887 B 1,102 June8 

Newbon v Waller 1887 N 15 June8 

Kelly v Pike 1886 K 1,244 June 10 

Robinson v Pilley 1887 R 84 June13 

Shafto v Bolckow, Vaughan & Co 1885 S 4,533 


Second ScHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice North (Witness Actions). 
1887. 

Mayor, &c. of Fulkestone vy Baker 1887 F 
Williamson v Clark 1876 W 676 May 17 
Baines v Riley 1887 B 170 May 25 
Rodd v Rodd 1887 R 794 June 3 
In re Rev G Jenkins Roderick v Prothero 
Butler v Butler 1886 B 1,196 June6 
Skryme, an Infant, &c v Halford 1887 8S 
In re Daniell Lewis v Daniell 1887 D 
Graburn v Blyton 1886 G 1,298 Junel: 
Binns v Liebert 1886 B 6,164 June 14 


April 21 


123 


1887 


May 20 


G 537 


Be & 
t=) on 
a “ 
ro to 
Kong — 


H 442 


1,214 May 27 | 


June 15 


172 May 17 





1886 J 1,493 June3 


1,578 June 13 
45 June 13 


In re Postlethwaite & re Rickman Postlethwaite v Rickman 1886 P | 
2,854 June 15 

Nockolds v Smale 1886 N 1,760 June 16 

Thompson v Keats 1886 T 2,079 June 16 | 

Mac Collav Fenn 1887 A 3,542 June 18 

Turnerv Sharp Walton v Turner 1886 T 1,069 June 18 

Quick v Bidder 1886 Q 45 June 23 | 

In re Torrington Cole v Wills 1886 T 2,038 June 27 

Holborn Hill Industrial Co-operative Soc. !d. v Park 1887 H_ 1,722 | 
June 27 

Womble v Kemprance 1887 W 1,178 June 28 

Williams v Jones 1887 W 788 June 28 

Haywood v Falcon 1886 H 4,554 July 1 | 

Gargini v Bongiovanni 1887 G 948 July 1 

Smyth v Adams 1587 S 1,353 July4 — 

Scott v Wills 1886 S 3,067 July 4 

Hubback v Storer & Sons 1886 H 3,300 July 4 | 

E Blackey & Sons v Fieldhouse 1886 B 5,727 July 5 

Roberts v Sheard 1887 R 896 July 6 

In re Dale Lewis v Powell 1886 D 2,313 July 13 

Bishop v Eastern & Midlands Ry Co 1887 B 1,835 July 13 

Ifarling v Marine & Gen. Land, &e Cold 1887 H 1.447 July 13 

Green v Norwood Public Hall, & Cold 1887 G 397 July 14 

Williams v Caspar 1887 771 July 14 : 

Leverett v Hamer 1887 L 1,110 July 16 

Evansv Gibbs 1886 E 1,457 July 18 

Webb v Jonas 1887 W 457 July 18 


Turrp Scuepvie. 
From Mr. Justice Srirtinc (Witness Actions). 
1887. 
In re England Burns v Pavey 1885 E 1,003 March 16 


mae England Burnsv Pavey 1885 E 1,003 March 21 (question of 


| Dutton v Carpenter 1886 D_ 1,726 
| Early v Rathbone 1886 E 


| Wynne v Mason 


| Baroness Wenlock v Rydex 


| Nethersole v Dawes 
| Sampson v Ellis 


| Badham v Bird 28 April, 1887 


| Stenteford v Godfray 
| Mobbs & Lewis v Wright 
| Carnot v Oppenham 
| Hop Bitters Co v Beck 11 May, 1887 





v) 
Knaresborough & Claro Building Co v Lechmere, Bt 
March 29 


1886 K 595 | Goodspeed v Robinson 23 May, 1887 


Anglo-American Brush, &c, Co v Edison & Swan United Electric Co 1886 
A 1,021 April 2 

Anglo- American Brush, &c, Co v Edison & Swan United Electric Co 1886 
A 1,892 April 2 

Kerr v Richardson 1886 K_ 1,235 April 15 

In re Rothwell’s Patent No 4420 (Revocation—Petition) 

Tarn v Turner 1867 T 385 April 21 

Mills & Sonv Farmar 1886 M_ 3,295 


April 15 


April 21 
April 23 
April 25 

April 25 

291 April 27 
April 28 


752 
187 
P 


Nethersole v Dawes 1887 N 
Pocklington v Ingamells 1886 
Badham v Bird 1886 B_ 3,192 
Forster v Myers 1887 F 175 May 5 

; 1886 W 3,057 May6 

Mobbs & Lewis v Wright 1886 M 3,011 May9 


Cannot v Oppenheim 1886 C 3,273 May 11 

| Hop Bitters Co v Beck 1887 H 235 May 11 

| Burkitt vSmith 1886 B 5,941 May 13 
Solomon v Ehrmann Bros 1887 S 905 May 17 
Whitechurch v Barron 1886 W 4,175 May 17 
Holt v Hill 1886 H 4,172 May 20 

| Goodspeed v Robinson 1886 G 2,569 May 23 
Goodspeed v Robinson 1886 G 2,340 May 23 
In re J Alliston Hallv Bros 1886 A 376 May 23 
Jones v Radnor 1887 J 268 May 23 


Chester v Chester 1887 
Dooby v Watson 1886 


C 1,126 May 25 
D 1,750 May 27 


| Jacksonv Cramp 1887 J 435 May 27 
| McDonald v Wadsworth 1886 M 4091 June 4 
| Gandy v Hindle 1886 G 3,420 June 6 
Phillips v Dury Dury v Phillips 1886 P 2,882 June 6 
| Williams v Adams & ors 1886 W 2 June 7 
Lafone (Admor, &c) v Huth & Co 1881 L 3,708 June7 
Dufaux & anor v Rosenwald 1886 D 881 June7 


Hatsrvry ,C. 


The above-mentioned causes will be heard in the following order, being 
that in which they wer2 set down : — 
Hopkinson v Peruvian Guano Co 27 July, 1335 Mr Justice Chitty 
2 March, 1886 9 
Reynolds v Norris 29 April, 1886 
Ehrlich v Ihlee 8 May, 1886 
Sharp v Gooddy, Cripps, & Son, ld 8 July, 1886 
Attorney-General v Anderson, Auderson v Haskins 
26 July, 1886 
Re England, Burns v Pavey, Re Same. Same v 
Same Question of law 16 March, 1887 


19 
” 
” 


Mr Justice Stirling 


| The Knaresborough and Claro Building Co, ld, v Lech- 


mere, Bart 29 March, 1887 

Ingram v Clarke 31 March, 1887 

Clarke vIngrm 12 July, 1887 

The Anglo-Americaa Brush, &c, Co, ld, v Edison & 
Swan United Electric Co, 1d 2 April, 1887 

The Same Cov The Same Co 2 April, 1887 

Kerr v Richardson 15 April, 1887 

Re Rothwell’s Patent No 4420 (Petition) 15 April, 1887 

E Blakey & Son v Latham & Co, Same v Lee, Same 
v Hall, Same v Cooke, Same vy Tupboim, Same 
Hargrave 21 April, 1887 

Tarn v Turner 21 April, 1887 

Mills & Sonv Farmer 21 April 

Mansford v Bell 22 April, 1887 

Dutton v Carpenter 23 April, 1887 

Early v Rathbone 25 April, 1887 

26 April, 1887 

26 April, 1887 

Bullock v Horsford 27 April, 1887 

Pocklington v Ingamells 27 April, 1887 


Mr Justice Chitty 
9 

Mr Justice Stirling 
” 
. 


LB) 


Vv 
Mr Justice Chitty 
Mr Justice Stirling 


Mr Justice Chitty 
Mr Justice Stirling 


” 
Mr Justice Chitty 
Mr. Justice Stirling 


Mr Justice Chitty 


” 


Alder v Thompson 30 April, 1887 
Clift v Foster 2 May, 1887 

Re Seymour, Seymour v Seymour 
Baker v Jeffries 5 May, 1887 
Forster v Myers 5 May, 1887 
Wynne v Mason 6 May, 1887 

9 May, 1887 
9 May, 1887 
9 May, 18387 


5 May, 1887 


” 
. 99 s . 
Mr Justice Stirlin z 


%” 
Mr Justice Chitty 
Mr Justice Stirlivy 
al 


” 


Burkitt v Smith 13 May, 1887 

Mayor of Folkestone v Baker 17 May, 1887 

Williamson v Clark 17 May, 1887 

Solomon v Ehrmann Bros 17 May, 1887 

Whitechurch v Barrow 17 May, 1887 

Marks v Anglo Montana Mining Co 20 May, 1887 

Holt v Hill 20 May, 1887 

Goold v Birmingham, Dudley, &c., Banking Co 
21 May, 1887 

Brown v Bird 23 May, 1887 


Mr Justice North 
Mr Justice Stirling 


Mr Justice Chitty 
Mr Justice Stirling 


Mr Justice Chitty 


Mr Justice Stirling 


”? 


Goodspeed v Robinson 23 May, 1887 
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Re Alliston, Hallv Bros 23 May, 1887 

Jones v Radnor 98 May, 1887 

Re Huddleston, Ackland v Gatey 24 May, 1887 
Re Best, Best v Best 25 May 1887 ma 
Baines v Riley 25 May 1887 Mr Justice North 
Chester v Chester 25 May, 1887 Mr Justice Stirling 
Horlock v Wiggins, Wiggins v Horlock 27 May, 1887 Mr Justice Chitty 
Lyon v Hosegood 27 Ma 1887 a 

Dooby v Watson 27 May, 1887 Mr Justice Stirling 
Jackson v Cramp 27 May, 1887 a 

Mr Justice Chitty 

Mr Justice North 


Mr Justice Stirling 
Mr Justice Chitty 


Pead v Briggs 1 June, 1887 

Rodd v Rodd 3 June, 1887 

Re Jenkins, Roderick vy Protheroe 3 June, 1887 
Donald v Wadsworth 4th June, 1887 

Butler v Butler 6 June, 1887 

Gandy v Hindle 6 June, 1887 

Phillips v Dury 6 June, 1887 

Shorland v Adams 7 June, 1887 Mr Justice Chitty 
Williams v Adams & Sons 7 June, 1887 Mr Justice Stirling 
Lafone v Huth & Co 7 June, 1887 = 
Dufaux v Rosenwald 7 June, 1887 


” 
Mr Justice Stirling 
Mr Justice North 
Mr Justice Stirling 
Mr Justice Stirling 


” 
Burt v Hodges 8 June, 1887 Mr Justice Chitty 
Newbon v Waller 8 June, 1887 rz 
Kelly & Co v Pike 10 June, 1887 st 
Robinson v Pilley 13 June, 1887 as 


Shafto v Balckow, Vaughan, & Co 13 June, 1887 


Skryne v Halford 13 June, 1887 Mr Justice North 


Re Daniell, Lewis v Daniell 13 June, 1887 “s 
Graburn v Blyton 13 June, 1887 se 
Binns v Liebert 14 June, 1887 - 
Re Postlethwaite, Re Rickman, Postlethwaite v Rickman 

15 June, 1887 ss 
Nockolds vy Smale 16 June, 1887 s 
Thompson v Keats 16 June, 1887 - 
Macollav Fenn 18 June, 1887 na 
Turner vy Sharp, Walton v Turner 18 June, 1887 ee 


Quick v Bidder 23 June, 1887 Pa 
Re Torrington, Cole vy Wills 27 June, 1887 vm 
Holborn Hill Industrial, &c, Society, ld v Park 27June, 1887 ___,, 


Womble v Kemprance 28 June, 1887 “a 
Williams v Jones 28 June, 1887 a 
Haywood v Falcon 1 July, 1887 a“ 
Gargini v Bongiovanni 1 July, 1887 i 
Smyth v Adams 4 July, 1887 - 
Scott v Wills 4 July, 1887 ‘ 
Hubback vStorer 4 July, 1887 ts 
Blakey v Fieldhouse 5 July, 1887 pee 
Roberts v Sheard 6 July, 1887 ‘9 
Re Dale, Lewis v Powell 13 July, 1887 me 
Bishop v Eastern & Midland Ry Co 13 July, 1887 ts 
Harling v Marine and General Land, &c, Co 13 July, 1887 es 
Green v Norwood Public Hall, &c, Co, ld 14 July, 1887 9” 
Williams v Casper 14 July, 1887 ” 
Leverett v Hamer 16 July, 1887 9 
Evans v Gibbs 18 July, 1887 ” 


Webb v Jones 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Micuartmas Examination, 1887. 


As the result of the general examination of students of the Inns of 
Court, held at Lincoin’s-inn Hall on the 18th, 19th, 20th, and 2l1st of 
October last, the Council of Legal Education have awarded to the follow- 
ing students certificates that they have satisfactorily passed a public 
examination :— 

Joseph Benjamin Agard, Middle Temple ; Nowrojee Dadabhoy Allbless, 
Middle Temple; John Richard Baker, Inner Temple; Thomas John 
Barnes, Middle Temple; William Russell Barry, Lincoln’s Ian; Thomas 
William Barton, Inner Temple; Arthur Yates Baxter, Inner Temple ; 
Benjamin Bennett, Middle Temple; Hewitt Bostock, Lincoln’s Inn; 
Edward Tenney Bousfield, Middle Temple; James William Ross Brown, 
Gray’s Inn; Kenneth Campbell Da Costa, Inner Temple; Giles Andrew 
Vaubeny, Middle Temple; William Rees Morgan Davies, Inner Temple ; 
Walter William Folkard, Middle Temple; John William Fowke, Middle 
Temple ; James Blades Gooding, Middle Temple; Madan Gopal, Middle 
Temple; Edmund Ironsides Green, Middle Temple; William Campbell 
Guest, Lincoln’s Inn; John Gilbert Hay Halkett, Iuner Temple; Edgar 
Vaux Huggett, Middle Temple; Alfred Hughes, Inner Temple ; Hugh 
McLeod Innes, Lincoln’s Inn; Hermann Albert Loos, Inner Temple; 
Caarles Lorimer, Inner Temple; Sheikh Mahdi-Hassan, Lincoln’s Inn; 
James Manuel, Inner Temple; Harvey Mee, Middle Temple; Thomas 
Minstrell, Middle Temple; Henry Norman Morison, Middle Temple; 
Richard Murrils Pattisson, Lincoln’s Inn ; Henry Edward Pollock, Inner 
Temple; Richard Evans Prall, Lincoln’s Inn; Edgar Brice Pymar, Middle 
Temple; Philip Heathcote Rawson, Inner Temple; Robert Heaton 
Rhodes, Inner Temple; Frederick Alexander Robertson, Middle Temple ; 
Ernest Augustus Robinson, Middle Temple ; Sydney Maddock Robinson, 
Middle Temple ; Rajani Kanta Sen, Middle Temple; Kumud Nath Sen 
Gupta, Middle Temple; William Shakespeare, Inner Temple; Harry 





Augustus Sharp, Lincoln’s Inn; Ernest Robert Stable, Lincoln’s Inn; 
Francis William Sutton Stewart, Inner Temple; Count Bologna Strick- 
land, Inner Temple; Walter Summers, Inner Temple; George Henry 
Taylor-Whitehead, Inner by +} William Scott Thompson, "8 
Inn; Alfred Isaac Tillyard, Middle Temple; Frank George Underhay, 
Inner Temple; Edgar George Vickers, Inner Temple; Thomas Walker, 
Inner Temple; Arthur Whitehead, Inner Temple ; and William Richard 
Willson, Middle Temple. 

oo following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 

aw :— 

Henry Mackenzie Abbott, Middle Temple; Robert Shafto Adair, Inner 
Temple; John Frederick Adams, Middle Temple; Mangalambada 
Rangaswani Aiyangar, Middle Temple; Charles Lindsay Beddington, 
Inner Temple; Henry Leeson Bell, Middle Temple; Alexander Wynter 
Blyth, Lincoln's Inn; Francis Bodilly, Middle Temple; Cecil Henry 
Bompas, Inner Temple; Hon. Geoffrey Henry Browne-Guthrie, Inner 
Temple: Alexander Keith Carlyon, Lincoln’s Inn; Eugéne Carmouche, 
Lincoln’s Inn; Frederick Carpenter, Middle Temple; Alfred Ernest 
Cotton, Lincoln’s Inn; Cyrus Prudhomme David, Gray’s Inn; Raoul De 
Bourbel, Inner Temple; Chhotubhai Khandubhai Desai, Middle Temple ; 
Charles Waterton Edmonstone-Montgomerie, Inner Temple; Edward 
Roney Forshaw, Lincoln’s Inn; Walter Gasper Gregory, Inner Temple ; 
Arthur William Groser, Inner Temple; Arthur Paul Harper, Inner 
Temple; Harold Burn Hopgood, Lincoln’s Inn; Richard Somers Traver- 
Christmas Humphreys, Inner Templo; Syyid Karamat Husein, Middle 
Temple ; John Parsick J oaquim, Middle Temple; Mohamed Sadderuddin 
Khan, Middle Temple; Nasrulla Khan, Lincoln’s Inn; Francis Eden 
Lacey, Inner Temple; Cools Theodore Lartigue, Gray’s Inn; Charles 
Matthew Hutton Dodsworth Le Maistre, Inner Temple; William Joseph 
Lomax, Middle Temple; Wilfrid Howard Loraine, Middle Temple ; 
Aeneas Macintosh, Middle Temple; Henderson McMaster, Lincoln’s 
inn; William Miller, Inner Temple; John Layton Mills, Inner Temple ; 
Robert Nathan, Inner Temple; John Barnes Newton, Inner Temple; 
Philip Francis Ondaatje, Middle Temple ; Richard Paddison, Lincola’s-inn ; 
Sir Harold Pelly, Bart., Inner Temple ; Alexander Pollock, Inner Temple ; 
Morey Quale-Jones, Middle Temple; George William Ricketts, Inner 
Temple; Charles Thomas Young Robson, Inner Temple; Frederic Mel- 
choir Louis Kouillard, Middle Lae et Erest Brown Bowen Rowlands, 
Gray’s-inu; George McNeill Rushforth, Inner Temple; ‘Patrick William 
Evelyn Scott, Inner Temple; James Shanks, Gray’s-inn; Montagu 
Sharpe, Gray’s-ion; James Arthur Van Langenberg, Inner Temple ; 
Cecil Walker, Middle Temple; Albert Joseph Wallach, Middle Temple ; 
William Wallach, Middle Temple; Frank Worthington, Lincoln’s-inn, 
and Alfred Joseph Karney Young, Inner Temple. 





Unirep Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 7—The meeting was wholly 
occupied with business questions relating to the proposed new rules and 
the conduct of the society’s ine. Gentlemen are again reminded 
that Mr. Laurence Gane, Q.0., M P., will on the 21st inst. deliver a lecture 
on Shakespeare’s ‘‘ Merchant of Venice,” with illustrative readings. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Georce Buttock Murty, solicitor, late of Bristol, died at Weston- 
super-Mare on the 19th ult. at the age of seventy-eight. Mr. Murly 
was born in 1809. He was admitted a solicitor in 1833, and for about 
fifty years he carried on a large practice at Bristol. Mr. Murly was for 
forty years solicitor to Stuckey’s Banking Co., and he was also solicitor to 
the Bristol and South Wales Wagon OCo., and to the Langport and Mid- 
Somerset Benefit Building Society. He was formerly in partnership with 
his two sons, Mr. Hervey Edward Murly, who was admitted a solicitor in 
1863, and Mr. John Frederick Murly, who was admitted in 1869. 

Mr. James Lewis, barrister, LL.D., died at Bristol on the 26th ult. 
Mr. Lewis was the second son of Mr. Johu Stewart Lewis, of Westbury- 
on-Trym, Gloucestershire, and was born in 1827. He was educated at 
Christ’s College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1850, and LL.D. 
in 1865, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity 
Term, 1867. He was a member of the Western Circuit, and he had for 
many years practiced locally at Bristol. 

Mr. Joun Hosack, stipendiary trate at Clerkenwell Police Court, 
died at 172, Finborough-road, on the 3rd inst., from congestion of the 
lungs, at the age of 78. Mr. Hosack was the third son of Mr. John 
Hosack, of Glenaher, Dumfriesshire, and was born in 1809. He was call2d 
to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1841, and he practised 
for many years on the Northern Curcuit. He was author of a treatise on 
the ** Law of Nations,” and on the * Conflict of Laws of England and 
Scotland,’’ and he had also published a work which had for its object the 
vindication of the character of Mary Queen of Scots. Mr. Hoaack was 
elected a bencher of the Middle Temple in 1875, and in 1877 he was 
appointed by Lord Cross to a Metropolitan Police Magistracy. For ten 
years he sat at Clerkenwell Court, and although he had been for several 
weeks out of health, he was on the bench as recently as the 25th ult. 
Mr. Hosack was buried at Lytham, Lancashire, on the 8th inst. 

Mr. Wrtu1am Lancrorp Fovxes, barrister, died at Rackery Hall, near 
Wrexham, on the 26th vit. Mr. Foulkes was the son of Mr. John 
Foulkes, solicitor, of Wrexham, and was born in 1818. He was educated 
at Wrexham Grammar School, and served his articles in the office of 
Messrs. Longueville & Williams, of Oswestry, but he afterwards entered 
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at the Middle Temple, and became a pupil of the late Mr. Thomas Chitty. 
He was called to the bar at Michaelmas Term, 1843, and he practised for 
many years on the North Wales and Chester Circuit. Mr. Foulkes was 
for some time a revising barrister, but he had for several years ceased to 
= He was a magistrate for the borough of Wrexham, and in 1852 

e unsuccessfully contested the Denbigh Boroughs in the Liberal interest. 
Mr. Foulkes was buried on the 1st inst. 


Mr. Wiri1r1am Francis Hotcrort, solicitor, of Sevenoaks, died on the 
28th ult. at the age of seventy-seven. Mr. Holcroft was born in1810. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1836, and for nearly fifty years he carried on 
an extensive practice at Sevenoaks He was for many years registrar of 
the Sevenoaks County Court (Circuit No. 48). He was in partnership with 
Mr. Edward Newman Knocker, who is clerk to the Sevenoaks Highway 
Board, and with Mr. William Wheatley Knocker, his firm being joint 
clerks to the Commissioners of Land and Income Taxes and to the county 
magistrates at Sevenoaks. Mr. Holcroft was a perpetual commissioner 
for the county of Kent. He retired from practice about three years ago. 
He was buried at Sevenoaks on the Ist inst. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Granam Wurttock, solicitor, of Salisbury and Fareham, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Fareham Board of Guardians, Assessment Com- 
mittee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. 
Whitlock was admitted a solicitor in 1879. 

Mr. Grorce Watroie Leake, Q.C., has been appointed to act as Chief 
Justice of Western Australia. Mr. Leake is Crown Solicitor for Western 
Australia and a Queen’s Counsel for the colony. 

Mr. Atrrep Wuatry Coreg, Q.C., has been appointed a Judge of the 
High Court of Griqualani West. Mr. Justice Cole is the second son of 
Mr. William Nicholas Cole. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Hilary Term, 1850. He is a Queen’s Counsel for the Cape 
Colony. 

Mr. James Lun, barrister, has been ie Puisne Judge of the 
Supreme Cour* of the Island of Trinidad. ofr. Jistice Lumb is the third 
son of Mr. William Lumb, solicitor, of Whitehaven, and was born in 
1852. He was edneated at Clare College. Cambridge. He was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1880, and he has practised on the 
Northern Circuit and at the Cumberland and Westmoreland Sessions. 

Mr. Samvet Henry Day, barrister, has been appointed Junior Prose- 
cuting Counsel to the Post Office on the South-Eastern Circuit. Mr. 
Day is the third son of Mr. Justice Day. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in November. 1876, and he practises on the South-Eastern 
Circuit, and at the Sussex. Brighton, and Hastings Sessions. 

Mr. Lewis Emaxvet, solicitor (of the firm of Emanuel & Simmonds), of 
36, Finsbury-circus, has been appointed a Commissioner for taking Afi- 
davits in the Supreme Court of the Colony of New Zealand. 

Mr. Brasazon Campnett, town clerk of Warwick, has been appointed 
Solicitor to the Warwick and Warwickshire Building Society, on the 
resignation of Mr. George Cattell Greenway. 

Mr. James Witi1am Lowruer, barrister, M.P., has been appointed 
Fourth Charity Commissioner, Mr. Lowther is the eldest son of the 
Hon. William Lowther, M.P, and was born in 1855. He was educated 
at Eton, and at Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in May, 1879, and he practises on the Northern Cir- 
cuit. Mr. Lowther was M.P. for Rutlandshire in the Conservative 
interest from August, 1883, till November, 1885, and he was returned 
for the Penrith Division of Cumberland in July, 1886, 





LEGAL MAYORS. 


Mr. Atnert Appisoy, solicitor, of Portsmouth, Southsea, and Peters- 
field, has been elected Mayor of the borough of Portsmouth for the en- 
suing year. Mr. Addison was admitted a solicitor in 1872. He is 
deputy-coroner for the Fareham Division of Hampshire. 

fr. Witt1am Jounson Cuzco, solicitor, of Sheffield, has been elected 
Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Clegg is one of the 
borough aldermen and official receiver in bankruptcy for the Shefficld 
District. He was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 

Mr. Cuartes Tanner Kinopon Ronerts, solicitor, of Exeter, has been 
elected Mayor of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Roberts was 
admitted a solicitor in 1872 

Mr. Tuomas Mace, solicitor (of the firm of Kilby & Mace), of Banbury, 
Chipping Norton, and Chalbury, has been elected Mayor of the borough 
of Chipping Norton for the ensuing year. Mr. Mace was admitted a 
solicitor in 1872. 

Mr. Artuur Henry Lock, solicitor, of Dorchester, has been elected 
Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Lock is the son of the 
late Mr. Henry Lock, solicitor, of Dorchester. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1867. 

Mr. Watrer Tuomas Swayne, solicitor, of Glastonbury, has been 
elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Swayne is an 
alderman for the borough. He was admitted a solicitor in 1857. 

Mr. Tuomas Cave HAtt, solicitor and notary, of Deal, Sandwich, and 
Walmer, has been elected Mayor of the borough of Deal for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Hall was admitted a solicitor in 1832. He is the registrar of 
the Deal and Sandwich County Courts, and he was formerly clerk of the 
peace for Deal. 

Mr. Goprrey Ricuarp Park, solicitor, of Hull and Hedon, has heen 
elected Mayor of the borough of Hedon for the ensuing year. Mr. Park 
was admitted a solicitor in 1841. He is clerk to the magistrates for the 
Sonth Holderness Division of the East Riding of Yorkshire, 





Mr. Cuartes Bennett Rocue, solicitor, of Daventry, has been elected 
Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Roche was admitted a 
solicitor in 1847. He is one of the borough aldermen. 

Mr. Zacuary Erwarps, barrister, has been elected Mayor of the 
borough of Lyme Kegis for the ensuing year. Mr. Edwards is the eldest 
son of the Rev. Zachary James Edwards, Vicar of Combe Pyne, Devon- 
shire, and was born in 1839. He was educated at Sherborne School, and 
he was formerly scholar of Wadham College, Oxford, where he graduated 
second class in Classics in 1861. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn 
in Hilary Term, 1865, and he formerly practised in the Court of Chancery. 





PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 


Frepertck Woop and Tuomas Bennison Rowe, solicitors (Wood & 
Rowe), Wigan. Jan1. The said business will in future be carried on by 
the said Thomas Bennison Rowe in hisown name.  [(azette, Nov. 8.] 


GENERAL. 


The members of the Western Circuit have invited Mr. Justice Charles to 
a complimentary dinner in celebration of his recent elevation to the 
bench, which is fixed to take place at the Hotel Métropole on the 28th 
inst. 


At the Durham Assizes on the 2ad inst. a prisoner pleaded “Guilty ’’ 
to the unusual offence of forging a deed of composition with his 
creditors and the signatures of his uncle ani father, and was sentenced 
to nine months’ imprisonment with hard labour. 


In the course of the hearing of a case of Boaler v. Reg. on the 3rd inst., 
Mr. Justice Stephen said he had been applied to several times of late at 
the Central Criminal Court for the names and addresses of the jury. He 
wished to say publicly that he considered it would be most improper to 
give anything of the kind. The jury gave their verdict, and there it was. 
His lordship would certainly do nothing to enable the plaintiff, in his 
own language, ‘‘to get at the jury.’’ 


The Queen’s Printers, on behalf of the Stationery Office, have issued, at 
the reasonable price of 3s., a new official edition of the Public and 
General Acts of Parliament sed during the last session. It is 
stated that itis hoped that the Government octavo edition of Public and 
General Acts, which contains an index and table shewing the effects of the 
year’s legislation, will in future be available for sale to the public very 
shortly after the close of the session, and that it will before long be 
followed by a new edition of the revised Statutes in the same style and 
type, to be sold at a very low price. 


There is stated to be a serious quarrel in Western Australia between the 
Governor, Sir Napier Broome, and the Chief Justice. The Governor sus- 
pended the Chief Justice, but offered to remove the suspepsion on condi- 
tions which the latter refused to accept. Public feeling in the colony runs 
strongly on the side of the Chief Justice. Barri-ters refuse to argue before 
the full court during the judge’s suspension, on the ground that the court 
was improperly constituted. Public meetings are held everywhere denounc- 
ing the Governor's conduct, adopting strong resolutions to the Secretary 
of State, and burning the Governor in effigy. Sir H. Holland has tem- 
porarily settled the point by removing the suspension and giving the 
Chief Justice six months’ leave of absence to return home to lay the facts 
before the Colonial Office. 


A Parliamentary paper has just been published, containing reports on 
the status of aliens and foreign companies in the United States. It is 
stated that ‘‘in regard to real estate aliens have, in most states, equal rights 
with citizens, the difference in status being light or non-existent, but in 
some states alien heirs are limited in time in claiming property, &c. But 
the legislation of 1887 in the important States of Illinois, Minnesota, and 
Wisconsin forms astriking exception and a new departure ; and, further, 
by the Act of Congress of March 3, 1887, aliens are probibited from 
holding or acquiring land in the territories and in the district of Columbia, 
except where they have rights secured under existing treaties. The legis- 
lation regarding foreign corporations, while more extensive and stringent, 
chiefly affects insurance’companies. Beyond the usual provisions of filing 
their charters, acts of incorporation, and annual statements of their affeirs, 
they are chiefly distinguished from native companies in having to appoint 
a United States citizen as their attorney and responsible agent, in haviog 
a larger minimum paid-up capital than native companies, and in a few 
states in being obliged to have a majority of the incorporators United 
States citizens, except in Illinois, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and the 
territories.”’ 


‘fan Unfortunate Plaintiff ’’ writes to the Morning Post on Mr. Justice 
Mathew’s recent observations :—‘‘ The judge treats this matter as a per- 
sonal offence. Now, let us analyze the position, The judge is the ser- 
vant of the public, paid by them to adjudicate on the legal difficulties 
which arise. The salary is, say, £5,000 ® year, or per sitting day perhaps 
£25. The judge has in an ordinary special jury list, say, four to six causes 
for trial each day. Now, the solicitor, in order to be always ready as the 
judge demands, must keep the plaintiff and defendant, all the witnesses 
(many, perhaps, from long distances), besides four counsel, two solicitors, 
and two clerks in constant attendance at the court from day to day (in my 
last experience five days). If either client, counsel, solicitor, or a material 
witness is absent when the cause is called the judge usually indulges in 
strictures on all parties on the iniquity of wasting the time of the court. 
Now the loss and expense to an unfortunate suitor of each day’s waiting 
is some £50 in an ordinary cause at least; and I wish to point out that 
when, as is common, four causes stand over till the next day an aggregate 
loss to the suitors is caused of £200 a day, as against £25 or Jess of the 
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judge’s time. Would it not be far better to fix for trial say two causes in 
each day’s list, and let the judge go when these causes are tried—that is 
if there is no other cause ready for trial in an adjoiaing court? The loss 
to the public would be, say, £10 as against £200. It one of the causes 
fixed was not then ready a fine of £20 to the suitors’ fee fund would recoup 
the public purse for the loss of the judge’s time. More judges are still 
wantcd, and when appointing them it might be well to impress them with 
what is frequently forgotten by them—viz., that the suitors’ convenience 
should be consulted before theirown. The solicitor is blamed for what is 
often the result of a desire on his part to save his client the expense of a 
day’s fruitless waiting in court.’’ 


Last week, before proceeding with the regular business of the Judicial 
Committee, Sir Barnes Peacock, addressing the Bar, said:—Mr, Aston 
and Gentlemen,—{ think you are all fully aware of the resignation of 
our excellent, learned, and highly respected Registrar, Mr. Henry Reeve, 
He has sent in his resignation, and he has retired from office. It may not be 
generally known that Mr. Reeve entered the public service as far back as 
the year 1837, only a few years after the passing of Lord Brougham’s very 
valuable Act for improving the administration of justice in His Majesty’s 
Privy Council, the 3rd & 4th William IV., passed in 1833, by which the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Couucil was constituted. By that Act His 
Majesty had power given to him of appointing a Registrar of the Judicial 
Committee and of defining the duties of his office. For many years that 
power was not acted upon. Mr. Reeve continued to act, as he had formerly 
done, as Clerk of Appeals. But in the year 1853, upon the earnest solicitation of 
some of the learned members of the Judicial Committee made to the Lord Presi- 
dent, Her Majesty was induced to create the office of Registrar of the Judicial 
committee, and Mr. Reeve, who was then a member of the Bar of England, 
was appointed to that office under her Majesty’s sign manual. It is un- 
necessary to state to the Bar the manner in which the duties of that office 
have been performed by Mr. Reeve. He is not present to-day. He has been 
prevented, I believe, by the state of his health from travelling to London. 
‘heir Lordships are sorry that he is not present that they might personally bid 
him farewell. They have given me, as the cldest member of the Judicial cem- 
mittee now present, the privilege of expressing and recording their deep sense 
of the loss which must be sustained, both by the Judicial Committee and the 
public, by being deprived of the valuable services of Mr. Henry Reeve. 
His long and varied experience, extending over a period of nearly half a 
century, his extensive knowledge, his great tact, and the sound judgment 
which he brought to bear in the discharge of the duties of his office, render 
his retirement a serious loss both to the Judicial Committee and to the public. 
Their Lordships could not allow Mr. Reeve to depart from his office in 
silence. They trust that he may long enjoy in health and happiness that 
rest, relaxation, and repose which he has sv fully and meritoriously earned, 
and to which he is so justly entitled. Ma«ny men retire from an arduous 
profession or office, and, when they are relieved from the duties which 
they have for many jears been called upon to discharge, sink int» 
a state of ennui and listlessn.ss, which are not conducive either to 
a long life or to health or happiness. But their lordships feel that 
that will not be the case with Mr. Henry Reeve. His literary and 
other congenial tastes and pursuits, and his industrious habits, will no 
doubt supply him with full employment fir his still active and vigorous 
mind, In taking their leave of Mr. Henry Reeve on his departure from office 
their lorships will only add, ‘‘ Let honour be where honour is justly deserved.” 
Mr. Aston, Q.C., said: Nothing that [ (taking upon myself, as probably the 
oldest member of the Bar present, to reply) could say could add force to the 
eloquent and feeling terms in which your lordship, Sir Barnes Peacock, has 
referred to the services of the late Registrar. I refrain, my lord, from 
at:empting to add anything to what your lordship has said for fear that the 
feebleness of my addition might detract from the force of that which your 
lordship has expressed. But I cannot help saying that, after having 
appeared at your lordships’ bar in this place for upwards of.a quarter of a 
century, I have myself personally received, and I have seen the members of 
the bar who have practised with me always receive, from Mr. Reeve, the 
utmost courtesy, attention, and assistance. We often have, my lords, in 
practising before you, a difficult task to discharge. Our clients are not 
familiar with the practice of your lordships’ court, if I may use the term. 
But on all occasions Mr. Registrar Reeve has given the utmost assistance, 
and therefore I beg to say, on behalf of the bar whom I venture to represent, 
that we cordially endorse all that your lordship has said, and express our 
unfeigned regret that we shall no longer have the services of Mr. Reeve in 
your lordships’ chamber. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date APPEAL COURT APPEAL CounT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 1. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon., Nov. 14 Mr. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesday ... 15 Godfrey Pugh King acl 
Wednesday 16 King Beal Ward 
Thursday .. 17 Ward Pugh King Leach 
Friday ...... 18 Clowes Beal Ward Godfrey 
Saturday... 19 Pemberton Pugh King Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, November... 14 Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington Mr. Pemberton 
eee 15 Koe Lavie Clowes 
Wednesday . 16 Jackson Carrington Pemberton 
ursday ... ae Koe Lavie Clowes 
iday ..... . 18 Jackson ' Carrington Pemberton 
Saturday ..........000 joteses 19 Koe Lavie Clowes 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—F RIDAY, November 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ALLIANCE Suprpty Srorss, LIMITED. —vVhitty, J., has fixed Monday, Nov 14 at 11, 
at his chambers, for the appoiatment of an official liquidator 

AsToR ALLIANCE Mrings, Limirep.—Peta for winding up, presented Oct 31, 
directed to be heard before North, J, on Novi2. Crump & Son, Philpot lane, 
solors for petners 

AUTOMATIC FIREWOOD MacuHINE Co, Limitep.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Nov 1, directed to be heard before Scirling, J, on Nov 19. Thomson & Qo, 
Cornhill, solors for petners 

ConGo AND CENTRAL AFRICAN Oo, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up presgated 
Nov 3, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Nov i2. Trinders & o, Cora- 
hill, solors for petners 

Devonport PusBiic Hatt Co, Limrrep.—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 31, 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J, oa Satur iay, Nov 12. Park Nelson & 
Co, Essex st, Strand, for Rundle & Martyn, Devonport, solors for petaer 

EBERLES HOTELS AND RESTAURANT CO, LimITED.~Charles, J., has, by an order 
dated Oct 5, appointed John Stubbs, Central bldngs, North Joha st, Liverp ol, 
to be official liquidator 

Eyre Arms Horst Co, Luwirgp.—The Vacation Judge has, by an order dated 
Oct 14, appoiated Thomas Jervis, 2, Coleman st, to be official liquidator 

CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
ED IN CHANCERY. 

Formpy Bata Brick AND SILicious CLay Works, LimiTrep.—The Vice Chan- 
celloc has fixed Tuesday, Nov 15, at 11, at the Chancery Office, 5, Cook-street, 
Liverpoo', for the app ,intment of an official liquidator 

IsLE OF MAN, LIVERPOOL, AND MANCHESTER STEAMSHIP Co, LIMITED.—Petition 
for windingjup, preseated Nov 3, directed to be heard before the Vice Chancellor 
on Nov 14. Layton & Stecl, Liverpool, solors for petners 

STARMOUNT PxrinTING Co, LimITED.—Petn for windiug up, presented Nov 1, 
directed to be heard before Fox Bristowe, V C., on Monc rf Nov 14, at 11, at 
the Chancery Court, Assize Courts, Manchester. Boote & dgar, Manchester, 
sclors for petner 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

STOKE BY NAYLAND BENEFIT OB SICKNESS SOCIETY, Schoolrvom, Stoke by Nay- 
land, Suffolk. Oct 31 

WESLEYAN SUNDAY SCHOOL BURIAL Society, Wesleyan Schools, Blackrod, Lan- 
caster. Oct 29 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov 8. 
JVINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Bounpbs GREEN POTTERY, LIMITED.—By an order mate by Stirling, J, dated Oct 
29 it was ordered that the pottery be wound 19. Th »mson & Ward, Nicholas 
lane, solors for petners 

BRIDGEWATER NAVIGATION Co, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or. before 
Dec 12, to send their names and a‘idresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to he Liquidators, Bridgewater Offices, Che-ter rd, Manchester. 
Tuesday, Jan 10, at 12, is appointed for hearing and aajudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

BUCKNALL’s GOLD EstaTE, Lim1TED.—By an order made by Kay, J, dated Uct 29, 
it was ordered that the estate be wound up. Burdett-Cunningham & Co, 
Bridge st, Westminster, solors for petner 

CorD Mawr Pool AND Fripp Leap MIntNG Co, Lim1TED.—By an order made by 
Chitty, J, dated Oct 29, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Bolton 
& Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, for Symonds, Ripponden, solor for petner 

FARMER, ROBEY, Brown, & Co, LimireD,—By an order made by Stirling, J, 
dated Oct 29, it was ordered that the voluitary winding up be continued. 
Miles, King st, Cheapside, for Grange & Wintringham, Gt Grimsby, solors for 
petners 

FIncu, Sons, & Co., Lim1TED.—By an order made by Stirling, J, dated Oct 29, it 
was orderea that the voluntary winding up be continued, Tippetts & Sons, 
Maiden lane, s»%lors for petners 

GaRRARD & Co, LIMITED.—Chitty, J, has fixed Wednesday, Nov 16, at 12, at bis 
chambers, for the appointment of an -flicial liquidator 

Home TREASURE WASHING MACHINE Co, LIMITED.—By an order made by Kay, 
J. dated Oct 29, it was ordered that the company be wound up, Chinery & Oo, 
Brabant ct, Gracechur-h st, solors for petner 

New BritisH Iron Co, Limrrep. — Petn for wivding up, presented Nov 3, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Nov 19. Freshfields & 
Williams, Bank bdgs, solors for petners 

SHEFFIELD MORTGAGE AND EstTaTEs Co, LimiTeD.—Petn for winding uo, pre- 
sented Nov 7, directed to be heard before North, J., on Saturday, Nov 19. 
Munton & Morris, Queen Victoria st, agents for Parker & Brailsford, Sheffield, 
solors for petner 

WEstT INDIES WATER RIGHTS ASSOCIATION, LimITED.--By an order made by 
Chitty, J., dated Oct 29, it was ordered that the association be wound up. Foss 
& som, Abchurch lane, solors fur petner 

UNIMITED In CHANCERY. 

ALBION MUTUAL PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SocreTy.—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Nov 29, to send their namesand addresses, and particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Frederick Augustus Jenkins, Exc 
Bristol. Tuesday, Dec 13 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
debis and claims 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


CLam. 
London Gazette.—TuzEsDaY, Nov 1. 
FLADGATE, HENRY, Staines, Nov 29. Asbby & Go v Brettell, Chitty, J. Beau- 
mont, Chancery lane 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 4. 
ARDEN, GEORGE PINCKARD, Newhall, Ardleigh, Solicitor. Dec 2. Arden v 
arden, Chitty, J. Rackham, Norwich 
MatTHESON, DuNCcAN, Granvilie pl, Portman sq. Dec 1. Baynes v Matheson, 
Chitty, J. Trotter, Maddox st, mt st 
MoR&TON, CHARLES, Maidstone, Beerseller. Dec1. Moreton v Coppen, Chitty, 
J. Wilis & Co, Carter lane, E.C. 
MoxETON, HARRY, Cannon st, Iron Merchant. Nov 30, Moreton v Moreton, 
North, J. Nye & Co, Serjeants’ inn 
Prrts, JomN, Sturston, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 1. Gurneys & Co v Pitts, Kay, J. 
Grigson & Co, Wa , Norfolk 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 8. 
CLARKE, ELIZABETH, Bush Bank, Hereford. Nov 28, Olarke vy Williams, Stir- 
ling, J. Smith, Leominster 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day oF CLAIM. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, October 28. 
Anem » Soamgn, Blandford Foium, Dorset, Draper. Dec 10. Smith, Bland- 
0; 
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Aamnapen, Jomy, Newcastle upon Gent: Innkeeper. Nov 30. 


Elsdon & Drans- 
field, Newcastle upon Tyne 


BAKER, GEORGE TREVARTHEN, arate Docks, Glamorgan, Ship Broker. Dec 1. 
Lloyd & Pratt, Newport, Mo 
Barton, Rey WILLIAM, Millom, "Cumbs rland, Clerk. Nov 19. Lawrence, 


Millom 
BisHor, JOHN, Mount Pleasant, Eaton, Gent. Nov 30. Conks & Co, Norwich 
Bisnton, Rev HENRY, Allrighton, Salop, Clerk in Holy Orders. Dec 24. Potts 

& Potts. Broseley 
=: MIcHAEL, Birmingham, Perfumer. Nov 22. Cottrell & Sor, Birming- 
Furs, Marrnz w. Heckmondwike, York, Gent. Dec 1. Sykes & Walker, 

Northgate, Heckmondwike 
FITZGERALD, THOMAS KEANE, Bitterne, Southampton. Nov 28. 

New Broad st 
GOODALL, WILLIAM, Milton, Derby, Farmer. Dec 24. 
HALFORD, MONTAGUE, Cannon st, Merchant. Jan 31. 

ury circus 


Hanbury & Co, 


Briggs, Derby 


Barnes & Bernard, Fins- 

HAVERGAL, MARIA VERNON GRAHAM, Winterdyne, Bewdley. Allen & 
Co, Manchester 

HEBBLETHWAITE, JAMEs, Carnforth, Lancaster, Labourer. Dec 1. Butler & Sons, 
Dalton in Furness 

HEBpITcH. JAMES HEARN, South Petherton, Somerset, Gent. 
South Petherton 

a HENRY FREDERICK, Offord rd, Barnsbury. 
ane 

Lawes, HARRIET Mary, Plymouth. 


Dec 31. 


Dec 14. Poole, 


Nov 28. Cullen Dewy, Mark 


Dec 31. Venning & Goldsmith, Devon- 


Lewannn, JOHN, Vernon ter, New Southgate, Gent. Dec 7. 
Wool Exchange, Coleman st 

Luck, MicHarL GEORGE, Fairfax rd, Hampstead, Gent. 
Marshall. Theobald’s rd 

MAUD, MarGARET, Embsay, York. Jan 20. Thompson, Skipton 

MCLELAND, WILLIAM, Kensington, Furniture Dealer. Dec 9. 
Westminster chbrs, Victoria st 

MILLER, JosEru, Puddletown, Dorset, Yeoman. 

NEWTON, DANIEL, Leicester, Porter. Jan6. Berridge & Miles, Leicester 

PRATT, ‘ROBERT, Upper Norwood. C.B., General (Retired) in Her Majesty’s 
Army. Dec9. Fladgate & F ladgate, Craven st, W.C, 

Saw, Lovisa Powe, Westborough, Scarborouzh. Noy 10. Dent, York 

STOPFORD, JAMES, Wigan, Collier, Nov 21. Heald & Sons, Wigan 


me JOHN, Tooley st, Southwark, Lighterman. Nov 17. Hooper Bedford, 


THOMAS. Enocn, Charlotte st, Fitzroy sq, Furniture Dealer. Dec 7. 
Coleman st 


Godwin & Son, 


Decl. JT& GF 


Deci1. Weston, Dorchester 


Harris, 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov 1, 1887. 
BICKERTON, JAMES, Stockport, Coal Merchant. Dec 29. Coppock, Stockport 


BowDEN, Jonn, King’s rd, Chelsea, Brewer. Dee 12, Coldham & Isaacson, 
ew inn, Strand 

CaRSON, JAN#, Lancaster. Nov7. Sharp & Son, Lancaster 

CaRTER, THomMAS, Hoole, nr Chester, Joiner. Dec 12. Brassey, Chester 


COcKERAM, WILLIAM MARCHANT, Broadclyst, Devon, Yeoman. Dec 1. 

& Pope, Crediton 
COLLETT, BERNARD, Hanley, Staffs, Grocer. Nov 30. Paddock & Sons, Hanley 
CorRNEY, JOHN, Bath rd, Hounslow, Gent. Dec 5. Mote, 


FIELDs, PETER, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Tailor. Nov 17. 


Sparkes 


South sq, Gray’s inn 
Mossop & Mossop, Long 


Foore. Harry D’Oytey, Dee 1. Oxley & 


Rotherham, Doctor of Medicine. 
Coward, Rotherbam 


HALL, Jonny, Stockport, Gent. Dec 30. Sutcliffe, Hebden Bridge 

HAMPsON, ANN, Bolton. Dec1. Holden & Holden, Bolton 

Hupson, Mary, Holme upon Spaldingmoor, Yorks. Feb 24. 
Market Weighton 

KEssHaw, ISABELLA, Manchester. Dee 13, 

LERIGO, SARAH BARDWELL, Llanfairfechan. Dec 12. Jones, Manchester 

MARSHALL, FREDERICK, Weybridge, Gent. Dec1. Wright, Skipton 

Pappon, Tomas, sen, Leyton, Essex, Gent. Dec 15. Ashbridge, White- 
chapel rd 

POoRE, JOSEPH, Sparkbrook, nr Birmingham. Nov 30. 
Birmingham 

PRICKETT, GEORGE FREDERICK, Bedford, Hotel Proprietor. 
Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

ROBARTS, MARY ANN, Brompton °q, Brompton. Dee 14. 
Old Jewry 

SOKEHILL, CHARLES, Sheffield, Builder. 


TOWNE, ALEXANDER, jun, Rectory rd, Stoke Newington, Surgeon. 
Bridger, Crooked lane, King William st 

TREND, HENRY GrisTockK, Potton, Bedford. Dec1. White, 

VERNER, Sir WILLIAM Epwarp HERCULES, Bart, Eaton sq. 
Prince, Cannon st 

VIVIAN, CHARLES GEORGE AYLMER, Portswood, 
Robinson & Wilkins, Kings Arms yd 

VIVIAN, KATHERINE ANN, Palbestone.” Nov 30. 
fields 

WAKEFIELD, HANNAH JANE, Buxton, Derby. Dec 15. 
ter pl, Strand : 

WALKER, HENRY, Bernard st, Russell sq, Gent. 
val’s inn 

WELIS, ELIZABETH Mary, Windsor rd, Ealing. 
Aldermanbury 

WBSLIs, SaraH_ MATILDA, Windsor rd, Ealing. 
Aldermanbury 

WESTBURY, HARRIETT, Pewsey, Wilts. Dec1. Dixon, Pe Wwsey 

WILLIAMS, JOSEPH, Abersychan, Mon, Coal Merchant. 
Bythway, Pontypool 

WILLIaMs, Susan, Newport, Mon. Jan9, Greenway & Bythway, Pontypool 

Woop, Hannan, Danehill, Sussex. Dec1. Lewis, Lewes 


Woopwarp, Epwin CORNELIUS, eed Heath, Kent. Dec 8. Woodbridge & 
Sons, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 


Kirkpatrick’ 
Hyde, Stockport 


Canning & Canning, 
Jan 1. Cronin, 
Munns & Longden, 
Deci1. Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 

Dec 28, 





Raymond bdgs 
Dec1. Jackson & 


Dec 7. 


Clarke & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Southampton, Esq. 


Crosse & Sons, Lancas- 
Dec 12, Smith & Son, Furni- 
Dec 10. Sawbridge & Son, 
Dec 10. Sawbridge & Son, 


Jan 9, Greenway & 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. —Before purchasing 
or renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an 
—— from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., West- 

ster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &e.—[ADVT. ] 


| ARKINSTALL, FLORENCK MARY ADNEY DICKEN, Blackpool, 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 4 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLEN, OWEN, Bath, Watchmaker. Bath. Pet Oct 3i. Ord Oct 31 
Lodging House 


Keeper. Preston. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 

AyrE, Jonny, Torrington, Devon, Innkeeper. Barnstaple. Pet Nov 2. Ord 
Nov 2 

BELLASS, WILLIAM, Hulme, Manchester, Plumber. Manchester. Pet Oct 31. 
Ord Oct 31 

BERRY, = MA JosEPH, Leeds, Letterpress Printer. Leeds. Pet Nov 2. Ord 


BEST, Ww Itt. IAM, Wigan, Licensed Victualler. Wigan. 
Bown, Mpa Stratton, nr Swindon, Grocer. 


BRapigy. i EL, Birmingham, Jeweller. 
Oct 31 


Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 
Pet Nov 2. Ord 


Pet Oct 31. Ord 


Swindon. 
Birmingham. 


BRYCE, GEORGE, residence unknown, Cheesemonger. 
Ord Novt 

BUCKINGHAM, W1Lt1AM HENRY, Ipswich, Boot Manufacturer. 
Nov 2. Ord Nov 2 

CHAPMAN, JONATHAN, and JAMES BAKER, Norwich, Boot Manufacturers. 
wich. Pet Nov2?. Ord Nov2 

CLARK, JOHN ALBERT, Goldsmith’s row, Hackney rd, Plumber. 
Pet Nov 1. Ord Nov 1 

CLEGG. AARON, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs, Mason. Blackburn. 


Novi 


High Court. Pet Sept 28. 
Ipswich. Pet 
Nor- 
High Court. 


Pet Nov 1. Ord 


| CLIFFORD, FREDERICK, and CHARLES FisH BRAND, Rendlesham rd, Clapton, 


Jordan & Son, 


DERBY. ALBERT WILLIAM, West India Dock rd, Plumber. 
N 


| ForGHAM, JOHN, Liverpool, Gent. Liverpool. 


Drysalters, High Court, Pet Oct 31. Ord Oct 31 
DAVISON, JOHN ROBERT, Binbrook, Lines,-Provision Dealer. Gt Grimsby. Pet 
Novi. Ord Nov1 
High Court. Pet 

ov2. Ord Nov 2 
DENSHAM, WALTER TE ALE, Bude, Cornwall, Jeweller. 

Ord Oct 3t 

Dawe, JosarE HENRY, Nottingham, Grocer. 
ct 31 


Barnstaple. Pet Oct 31. 


Nottingham. Pet Oct 31. Ord 
DUDLEY, “JAMES, Peterborough, Farmer. Peterborough. Pet Nov 1. Ord 
ovi 
High Court. Pet Nov2. Ord Nov 2 


East, FRANK, Kingsland rd. 
EGERs, ADOLPHUS, Milton Pa Stoke Newington, no occupatior. 


Pet Sept 27. Ord Oct 
Fricxers, W E, Union ct, Old Broad st, Merchant. High Court. Pet Oct 14. 


Ord Nov 2 
Pet Oct 20. Ord Nov 2 


FULLER, vious ] Ha4ZEL, Watling st, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet Oct 
10. Ord Nov 2 


Edmonton. 


Granens, LVRS, Southowram, nr Halifax, Wheelwright. Halifax. Pet Oct 31. 
Ord t 31 

re LorENzO, Brighton, Confectioner. Brighton. Pet Nov 1 
} Ord Nov1 

HAWKINS, WILLIAM, Enmore, Somerset, Labourer. Bridgwater. Pet Oct 31. 


Ord Oct 31 

HONEY, Joun, Exeter, Engineer. Exeter. Pet Nov2. Ord Nov2 

How 2 CHARLES WILLI am, Bridgwater, Chair Manufacturer. Bridgwater. Pet 

Oct 31. Ord Oct 3 

HvUGHES, WILLIAM, ro EDWIN Parr, Valentine rd, Hackney, Boot Manu- 
facturers. High Court. Pet Nov2. Ord Nov 2 ? 

JOHN, Hows Lu, St Clears, Carmarthen, Weaver. + Pet Novi. Ord 

vi 

Ju KES, W ILLIAM, Aston juxta Birmingham, Glass Manufacturer. Birmingham. 
Pet Oct 22." Ord Nov 2 

LEIGHTON, Ropert, Felton, Northumberland, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Novi. Ord Novl 

LEPPER, WILLIAM, Park Statior, Northamptonshire, Coal Merchant. Northamp- 
ton. Pet Oct 31. Ord Oct 31 

LITTLE, . AMES, Bowness on Solway, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. 
Ord Oct 31 

Lona, Epw ARD, Thurleigh, Bedfordshire, Blacksmith. Bedford. 


Pet Oct 31. 


Pet Nov 2. Ord 

Nov: 

Mappoc x, TAME, Newport, Mon, Shipping Agent. Newport, Mon. Pet Nov1. 

ra NOV 

Mason, WALTER Henry, New Humberstone, Leicestershire, Paint Manu‘ac- 
turer. Leicester. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 

MAUGHAN. JOHN, Lees Hall Farm. nr Heltwbvistle, Northumberland, Farmer. 
Carlisle. Pet Oct 31. Ord Oct 31 

Moore, GEORGE RIcHarD, Thorngate rd, St Peter’s Park, no occupation. High 
Court. Pet Novi. Ord Nov1 


| NEWTON, JOHN, and He RBERT WALTER IpLE, The Chase, Clapham, Builders 





Wandsworth. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 
PEARSON, THOMAS, Leeds, Confeetioner. Leeds. Pet Nov2. Ord Nov2 


POLLARD, JOHN, Moretonhampstead, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Exeter. Pet 


Novi. Ord Nov 1 
PRENDERGAST, MARTIN JOSEPH. Liverpool, Supplier of Brushmakers’ Materials. 
Liverpool. Pet Nov2. Ord Nov 2 


Rayns, THOMAS, and WILLIAM RAYNS, Barwell Leicestershire, Boot Manufac- 
turers. Leicester. Pet Oct20 Ord Oct 

Ricmaphe, Pam AS, Dudley, Worcestershire, a Dudley. 
Ord Novi 

ROBERTS, HENRY, Lincoln, Pianoforte Dealer. Lincoln. Pet Nov 1. 


Pet Nov 1. 
Ord Nov1 


RoBinson, THOMAS CROSTHWAITE, Grasmere, Westmoreland, Draper. Kenéal. 
Pet Oct 31. Ord Oct 31 
Speck, JAMES, Bridgend, Glamorganshire, Bootmaker. Cardiff. Pet Oct 31. 


Ord Oct 31 

STRETTON, WILLIAM HANSON, Percy ter, eeery! lane, Dulwich, Builders’ Mer- 
chant. HighCourt. Pet Oct 31. Ord Oct 31 

STRINGER, GRIFFIN, Leicester, General Dealer. Leicester. Pet Oct 20. Ord 
Oct 31 


SUTCLIFFE, ABRAHAM, Halifax, Clogger. Halifax. Pet Novi. Ord Novi 
o——-,, * Tuomas, Macclesfield, Watchmaker. Macclesfield. Pet Nov 2. Ord 
THOMAE, Fexpenier, Crouch Hall rd, Hornsey, Merchant. High Court. Pet 


Novi. Ord Nov 1 
Tuomas, DAVID, tna Carmarthenshire, Farmer. Carmarthen. Pet Nov 
Pet Nov 1. 


1. Ord Nov 1 

THoMASSON. JOHN LIGHTLAND, Worcester, Plumber. Worcester. 
Ord Nov 1 

Pet Oct 31. Ord 

WESTOVER, ALFRED, Kingsland rd, Grocer. High Court. Pet Nov 2. Ord Nov2 


va. JOHN, Huddersfield, Printer. Huddersfield. 
ct 31 
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Waneman, 7 Ave gh Wasaam, Huddersfield, Bootmaker. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 

wuss, ome, Colchester, Licensed Victualler. Oolchester. Pet Nov 2. Ord 

Weeeeep, Besson, Batley, Yorks, out of business. Dewsbury. Pet Nov 1. 

wom ee BENNETT, Gt Yarmouth, Gardener. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Oct 31. 

Woops, THomas, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Smackowner. Gt Grimsby. Pet Oct 
31. Ord Oct 31 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 28. 


OLLIFF, eer. JosErn, High Wycombe, Coal Dealer. Aylesbury. Pet Oct 25. 
Tr Ct 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ARKINSTALL, FLORENCE Mary ADNEY DICKEN, Blackpool Lodging House 
ee Nov 11 at 2,30, County and Lane Ends Hotel, Blackpool 
ATKINS. GEORGE, Leicester, Bootmaker. Nov 11 at 12.30. 28, Friar lane, 
Leicester 
BALL, JOHN GEORGE, Southport, Provision Merchant. Nov 14 at3, Off Ree, 
36, Victoria st, Liverpool 
BARBER, EDWIN, Harringay rd, Tottenham, Builder. Nov i4at 11. 30 and 31, 
St Swithin’s lane 
BARBER, JAMES, Clee, Lincolnshire, Smackowner. Nov 16 at 12.39. Off Ree, 3, 
Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Barrow, Ropert Knapp, Albion rd, Stoke Newington, Captain in Army. Nov 
15ati1. Cannon st Hotel 
BEstT, ad a Wigan, Licensed Victualler. Nov 15 at 10.30. Wigan County 
our 
CLEGG, JONATHAN, Salford, Lancs, Show Proprietor. Nov 11 at 2.30. Off Rec, 
f Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Cote, THomMas, Long Sutton, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Nov 18 at 10.30. Court 
house, King’s Lynn 
ConraTH, EDWARD FREDERICK, Weymouth terr, Hackney rd, Proprietor of 
eyed Works. Novilati2. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
nn fheids 
CumMiINs, HENRY RODENHUNT, and SAMUEL PRINCE HEATLEY, Liverpool, 
Merchants. Nov i5at3. Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
DAwsON, WILLIAM, Beccles, Suffolk, Baker, Nov 12 at 11.30. Off Rec, 8, King 
. st, Norwich 
ENNEVER, WILLIAM, Woburn mews East, Russell sq, Carman. Nov itat1i. 33, 
4 Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Fooks, THoMAS, Weymouth, Restaurant Keeper. Nov 11 ati. Royal Hotel, 
. Weymouth 
FORBES, STEWART, address unknown. Nov 11 at 2.30. 88, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


GAZE. JAMES, Scarborough, Fish Curer. Nov itat11. Off Rec, 74, Newborough 
st, gy imny 
outhowram, nr Halifax, Wheelwright. Nov 14 at 3.30. Off 


GLEDHILL, LUKE, 
HELLOWELL, JOHN, Leeds, Chemist. Nov ii at12. Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Rec, Halifax 

HILTON, ALFRED HENRY (Sep Estate), Swansea, Contractor. Nov 16 at3. 25, 
Colmore row, birmingham 

HILtToN, JOHN (Sep Estate), Oxford, Contractor. Nov 16 at 3. 25, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 

HILTON, JOHN, and ALFRED HENRY HILTON, Birmingham, Contractors. Nov 
16 at 3. %», Colmore row, Birmingham 

JACKSON, HENRY LAWRENCE, Merton rd, Wandsworth, Dairyman. Nov 16 at 3. 
109, Victoria st, Westminster 

JOHNSON, THOMAS CLARK, Manchester, Box Manufacturer. Nov il at 2. Off 

. Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

K&yworTH, JoHN, Doncaster, Nurseryman. Nov 15 at 3.30. Guildhall, Don- 


caster 

LEIGHTON, ROBERT, Felton, Northumberland, Grocer. Nov 15 at 2.30, Off Rec, 
Pink lane. Newcastle on Tyne 

LEwIs, RICHARD, Shooter’s hill rd, Blackheath, Grocer. Nov 15at 3. 109, Vic- 
toria st, Westminster 

LITTLE, JAMES, Bowness on Solway, Cumberland, Farmer. Nov 16 ati. Off 
Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

LLEWELLIN, Maris, Maindee, nr Newport, Mon, Widow. Nov 12 at 12, Off 
Rec, 12, Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 

MACEY, Wittiam, Clapham rd, *mackowner. Nov 12 at 12.30. Off Rec, 8, King 
st, Norwich 

Mappock, JaMEs, Newport, Mon, Shipping Agent. Novi15at12. Off Rec, 12, 
Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 

Mason, WALTER HENRY, Derby, Paint Manufacturer. Nov 12 at 12.30. 28, Friar 
lane, Leicester 

MAUGHAN, JoHN, Lees Hall Farm, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Farmer. Nov 
16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

MoNYPENNY, ROBERT THOMAS GYBBON GYBBON, Kolvenden, Kent, no employ- 
ment. Novidsat3. Saracen’s Head Hotel, Ashfor 

OLLIFF, HENRY JOSEPH, High Wycombe, Coal Dealer. Nov 15 at 11.80. 1, St 
Aldates, Oxtord 

PEASLEY, FREDERICK Francis, Wolverhampton, Pawnbroker’s Manager. Nov 
15ati1l. Off Rec, St Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 

PRITCHARD, WILLIAM, Birmingham, out of business. Nov 15 at 11. 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 

Rayns, THomas, and WILLIAM _Rayns, Barwell, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers. 
Nov 14 at 3. 28, Friar st, Leicester 

REES, JEREMIAH, Pontardawe, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. Nov ii at3. Off Rec, 
6, Rutland st, Swansea 

Recmgene, Jace, Pontypridd, Carpenter. Nov 11 at 12. Off Rec, Merthyr 


yal 
a Dudley, Worcester, Colliery Proprietor. Nov 11 at 10.20. Off 
c, Dudley 
SMITH, JOSIAH, Cornwall rd, Notting Hill, Grocer. Nov 11at 2.30. Bankruptcy 
bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
| ne, erby, Joiner. Nov 11 at 12. Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, 


erby 
STRINGER, GRIFFIN, Leicester, General Dealer. Nov 14 at 12.30. 28, Friar lane, 


icester 
SUTCLIFFE, ABRAHAM, Halifax, Clogger. Nov i4at4. Off Rec, Halifax 


THOMASSON, JOHN LIGHTLAND, Worcester, Plumber. Nov 15 at 11. Off Rec 
Worcester 

TRANTER, JOHN HENRY, Bridge rd, Battersea, Merchant. Nov 16 at1. 109, Vic- 
toria st, Westminster 

WAINWRIGHT, JOHN, Huddersfield, Printer. Nov 14at11. Haigh & £on, solors, 
New st, Huddersfield 

WEBSTER, DAvID, Sneinton, Nottingham, Clothier. Nov 11 at 12. Off Rec, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 

WHITEHEAD, Joun WILLIAM, Huddersfield, Boot Maker. Nov 14at3. Haigh & 
Son, solors, New st, Huddersfield 

Woops, Henry BENNETT, Gt Yarmouth, Gardener. Nov 12 atil. Off Rec, 8, 


ing st, Norwich 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALLEN, OWEN, Bath, Watchmaker. Bath. Pet Oct 31. Ord Oct 31 


ARKINSTALL, FLORENCE MARY ADNEY DICKEN, Blackpool, Lodging house keeper 
Preston. Pet Oct 29. Ord Novi 
Barser, Epwriy, Harringay rd, Tottenham, Builder. Edmonton. Pet July 6. 


Ord Nov 1 
BAtt, JoHN GEORGE, Southport, Provision Merchant. Liverpool. Pet Oct 27. 


Ord Nov 2 
Baneny. me Suir, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Liecester. Pet Oct 21. 
rd Oct 31 
cee, HeEwnry, Whitstable, Kent, Diver. Canterbury. Pet Oct 11, Ord 
et 81 


BELLAsS, WILLIAM, Manchester, Plumber. Manchester. Pet Oct 31. Ord Oct 31 
Bxst, WILLIAM, Wigan, Licensed Victualler. Wigan, Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 


BICKERSTETH, JOHN EpMuUND, Walton on the Hill, Lancs, out of business, 
Liverpool. Pet Oct 6. Ord Oct 31 

Bows, Bow, Upper Stratton, nr Swindon, Grocer. Swindon. Pet Nov2. Ord 
Nov2 

Banaue, BENJAMIN, Hartlepool, Beerhouse keeper. Sunderland. Pet Oct 19, 
Ord Oct 29 

CHURCHILL, CHARLES, Cazenove rd, Stoke Newington, Importer of American 
Machinery. High Court. Pet Sept1. Ord Nov 2 

CLEGG, AARON, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs, Stonemason. Blackburn. Pet Nov1. Ord 


NOV 

CLIFFORD, FREDERICK, and CHARLES Fish BRAND, Rendlesham rd. Clapton, 
Dryralters. High Court. Pet Oct 31. Ord Oct 31 

CURSONS, wey ot ELLis, Park st Grosvenor sq, Grocer. High Court. Pet Oct 
10. r ct 31 

DANIEL, JAMES, Bristol, Blacksmith. Bristol. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 3t 

DAVISON, JOHN ROBERT, Binbrook, Lincolnshire, Provision Dealer, Gt Grimsby. 
Pet Oct 31. Ord Novi 

Dune, Jowmrn Henry, Nottingham, Grocer. Nottingham. Pet Oct 31. Ord 
Novi 

DorMER, CHARLES EDWIN, Lower Edmonton, Agent of Underclothing. High 
Court. Pet Oct +6. Ord Nov? 

DREW, — Chalk Farm rd, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet Oct 13. 
Ord Novi 

DvuDLEY, JAMES, Peterborough, Farmer. Peterborough. PetNovi. Ord Nov1 


DWELLEY, CHARLES, Bow rd, Coachbuilder. High Court. Pet July 26. Ord 


ov2 

EceErs, ADOLPHUS, Milton rd, Stoke Newington, no occupation. Edmonton. 
Pet Sept 27. Ord Nov 2 

FREEMAN, ALBERT HENRY, a Prisoner in Wakefield Prison, Hay Dealer. 
Barnsley. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 

Gazz, JAMES, Scarborough, Fish Curer. Scarborough. Pet Oct 28, Ord Nov2 

GLEDHILL, Loan, Southowram, nr Halifax, Wheelwright. Helifax. Pet Oct 
8:. Ord Oct 31 

HArrIs, — LorENzO, Brighton, Confectioner. Brighton. Pet Nov 1. 
Orc ovi 

SLawaees, ads ane Enmore, Somerset, Labourer. Bridgwater, Pet Oct 31. 
Ord Oct 31 ' 

HotMAN, MARY ANN, Folkestone, Hosier. Canterbury. Pet Oct 8. Ord Oct 31 

HoweE, Cyamms Wrtu11a4m, Bridgwater, Chair Maker. Bridgwater. Pet Oct 
31. Ord Oct 31 

Le Bas, CHARLES, Charterhouse sq, Aldersgate st, Gent. High Court. Pet 
Augit. Ord Oct 3t 

LEIGHTON, ROBERT, Felton, Northumberland, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne, 
Pet Novi. Ord Novi 

LITTLE, JAMES, Bowness on Solway, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Oct 
31. Ord Oct 31 

LLEWELLIN, MARIA, Maindee, nr Newport, Mon, Widow. Newport, Mon, Pet 
Oct 29. Ord Nov 2 

LonG. EpwArpD, Thurleigh, Redford, Blacksmith. Bedford. Pet Novy 2. Ord 


Nov 2 
Mappock, James, Newport, Mon, Shipping Agent. Newport, Mon, Pet Nov 1. 
Ord Novt 
Manna, JAMES, Chittlehamholt, Devon, Miller. Barnstaple. Pet Oct 25. Ord 
ov 2 


NOV 

MAUGHAN, JonN, Lees Hall Farm, nr Haltwistle, Northumberland, Farmer. 
Carlisle. Pet Oct 31. Ord O2t31 

MorieEyY, WILLIAM. Darlington, Licensed Victualler. Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet Oct 26. Ord Nov t 

OLLIFF, ae JosEPu, High Wycombe, Uoal Dealer, Aylesbury. Pet Oct 24. 
Ord Oct 31 

ParkER, GEORGE, Birmingham, Baker. Birmingham. Pet Oct 26. Ord Nov1 

Pann Sere, Shepy Magna, Leicester, Farmer. Birmingham, Pet Oct 24. 
Ord Oct 31 

PHILLIPS, JOHN BALDWIN, and THomas RIcHARD PHILLIPs, Liverpool, Ibrapers. 
liverpool. Pet Octi1t. Ord Nov 2 

PoLLarD, JOHN, Moretonhampstead, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Exeter. Pet 
Novi. Ord Novi 

Pricz, JoHN, Rhyl, Fruiterer. Bangor. Pet Oct 21. Ord Nov 2 

anes Tuomas, Dudley, Worcester, Land Surveyor, Dudley. Pet Nov 1. 
Ord Nov 1. 

Rozerts, HENRY, Lincoln, Pianoforte Devler. Lincoln. Pet Nov1. Ord Nov 1 

Rovekrts, Joseru, Harrogate, Coal Agent. York. Pet Oct 27. Ord Nov1 


Ropsinson, LEWIS, Barrow in Furness, Fishmonger. Ulverston and Barrow in 
Furness. Pet Oct5. Ord Oct 31 

Ropinson, THOMAS CROSTHWAITE, Grasmere, Westmorcland, Draper. KenJal. 
Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 31 

RUSSELL, ny a FREDERICK, Wrexham, Boot Maker. Wrexham. Pet Oct 3. 
Ord Nov 2 

ee) WILLIAM, Rochdale, Lancashire, Clothier. Oldham. Pet Oct 17. 
Ord Novi 

SMITH, JosgPH JAMES, Maindee, nr Newport, Mon, Builder. Newport, Mon. 
Pet Oct 14. Ord Nov 2 

SPECK, my Bridgend, Glamorganshire, Boot Maker. Cardiff. Pet Oct 31. 
Ord Oct 31 

STRINGER, GRIFFIN, Leicester, General Dealer. Leicester. Pet Oct 20, Ord 
Oct 31 


{ SUTCLIFFE, ABRAHAM, Halifax, Clogger. Halifax. Pet Novi. Ord Novi 


| TRANTER, JoHN HENRY, Bridge rd, Battersea, Merchant. Wandsworth. Pet 
Oct 22. Ord Oct 31 
WEBB, CHARLES FREDERICK, Holcombe, Somersetshire, Farmer. Wells. Pet 
Oct 26. Ord Novi 
WHITEHEAD, JOHN WILLIAM, Huddersfield, Boot Maker. Huddersfield. Pet 
Oct 31. Ord Oct 31 
Weongm, er ~ \" Scarborough, Fish Salesman. Scarborough. Pet 
ct 28. rd Nov2 
Woops, Tacs Hew Clee, Lincolnshire, Smackowner. Gt Grimsby. Pet Oct 
29. ict 31 
- London Gasette.—TuEsDAY, Nov. 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BAvE, JAmEs, York, Watchmaker. York. Pet Nov4. Ord Nov4 





Barry, GEORGE, Bradford, Warehouseman. Bradford. Pet Nov 3, Ord Nov 3 
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CHALONER, ROBERT PICKERING, York, no occupation. York. Pet Nov4. Ord 
Nov4 


CHATFIELD, ALBERT SAMUEL, Hampton in Arden, Butler. Birmingham. Pet 
Nov 3. Ord Nov3 

CrossLtY, WILLIAM, Castleton, Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler. Stockport. 
Pet Nov4. Ord Nov 4 

Dowson, WILLIAM, Middleton St. George, Durham, Clerk. Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborongn. Pet Oct 20. Ord Nov 2 

FINCH, Aa BARNARD, Birchington on Sea, Builder. Canterbury. Pet Nov 3. 
Ord Nov 3 

FRAYNE, ROBERT, Great Grimsby, Smack Owner. Great Grimsby. Pet Nov 4. 
Ord Nov 4 

GREEN, WALTER, Birmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet Nov 4. Ord Nov 4 


HAL, Joun, Gordon terr, Purvesrd, Harrow rd, Irsurance Agent. High Court. 
Pet Nov 2. Ord Nov 3 
Hanpsom, GeorGE, Bedale, Yorks, Jeweller. Northallerton. Pet Nov4. Ord 


ov4 
Samp. E HENRY, Carmarthen, Cabinet Maker, Carmarthen, Pet Nov5. Ord 


ov 5 

HastTi.tow, THoMAS, Birmingham, Grocer. Birmingham, Pet Oct 19. Ord Nov3 

HEATH. WILLIAM. sen, and Witi1aM HEATH, jun, Feckenham, Worcestershire, 
Needle cma" pe a Rirmineham. Pet Nov3. Ord Nov3 

HIcKLIN, ALFRED, Newington Green rd. High Court. Pet Septs8. Ord Nov5 

HickMAN, WILLIAM THEODORE, Caxton rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Gent. High Court. 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

HoutpswortTH, Joun, jun, Gomersal, Yorks, Musical Instrument Dealer. Dews- 
bury. Pet Nov4. Ord Nov4 

Hovenutoy, W1Lr1aM, Calverley, Scie, Boot Marufacturer. Leeds. Pet Nov 


Ord Nov 4 
Hust. yr Derby, Licensed Victualler’s Manager. Derby. Pet Nov 3. 
rd Nov 4 
—— GrEorGE A, Abney rd, Putney,Gent. Wandsworth. Pct Oct 11. Ord 
ov: 


LAMBERT, THOMAS Eyre, Gloucester cres, Retired Captain. High Court. Pet 
Aug i0. Ord Nov 3 

MARSHALL, JOSEPH, Gaeiette on Tyne, Clothier. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Nov8 Ord Nov 3 

Mrrrox. JosErn, Long Preston, Yorks, Farmer. Bradford. Pet Nov?. Ord 
Nov2 

OWEN, EVAN, Bangor, Grocer. Bangor. Pet Nov 5. Ord Nov5 

PErrRson, THOMAS. Hinderwell, Yorks,  Patiasoper. Stockton on Tees and Mid- 
dlesborough. Pet Nov 2, Ord Nov 2 

RANDELL, JOSEPH, Aldershot, Ironmonge:. Guildford and Godalming. Pet 
Nov2. Ord Nov 2 

RAWCLIFFE, JOSEPH, Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet Now4. Ord Nov 4 


ROGERS Emon HENRY, Frome, Woollen Manufacturer. Frome. Pet Nov 3. 
ure 
Ro.1s, Joun Case, Wimborne Minster, Grocer. Poole. Pet Nov 5. Ord Nov5 


SANDERS, PHILIP JAMES, Wolverhampton, Whiting Dealer. Wolverhampton. 
Pet Nov 5. Ord Nov 5 
SFBRIGHT, Sir JoHN GAGE SAUNDERS, Bart, Mount st, Grosvenor sq. High 
Court, Pet July 7. Ord Nov 3 ; 
Tuomas, JAMFS WILLIAM, Carmarthen, Tea Merchant. Carmarthen. Pet Nov 
4. Ord Nov4 
‘Taoetams, SAMUEL, Tamworth, out of business, Birmingham. Pet Nov 38. Ord 
ov 3 
WALKER, JAMES ARTHUR. Westbromwich, Staffordshire, Draper. Oldbury. | 
Pet Oct 22. Ord Nov 4 
WatRaLaxD, HENRY, dt Yorks, Builder. Wakefield. Pet Nov 3. Ord 
Nov3 
WEBB GEORGE, Powell rd, Lower Clapton, Gent. High Court. Pet Oct 12. Ord 
svOV « 
White, B. J., Catherine ct, Seething lane, Commission Agent. High Court. 
et Oct 8. Ord Nov 3 
WokrsLry, THOMAS CHARLES, Linslade, Buckinghamshire, Nurseryman. Luton. 
Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 
WRIGHT, FREDERICK, York, Tobacco Dealer. York. PetNov2. Ord Nov 2 


FIRS’ MEETINGS. 

ALLEN, OWEN, Bath, Watchmaker. Novy 17 at 2.30. Off Rec, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingham 

AUNGIER, CHARLES SELBY, Upper Bedford pl, Russell sq, Esq. Nov 15 at 2.30, 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

AYRE, JOHN, Torrington, Devon, Innkeeper. Novi5at 12. Sanders & Son, High 
st, Barnstaple 

BaTE, JAMES, York, Watchmaker. Nov 18 at 12.30. Off Rec, York 


BatrErs, GEORGE, and BATTERS, ALFRED COOKE, Kingston upon Hull, Drapers. 
Yov 17 at 2. Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley Teas, 





Hull 
Batty, GEORGE, Bradford, Warehouseman. Nov 17 at 11.30. Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 
BEacock, JOSEPH, Alkborough, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Nov 23 at 12. Off Ree, 
3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Bown, EpwWIn, Upper Stratton, nr Swindon, Grocer. Nov 16 at 11.30, Off Rec, 
32, High st, Swindon 
Brown, GOODMAN, High st, Kingsland, Builder. Nov 15 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
incoln’s inn 
BuckKINGHAM, WILLIAM Henry, Ipswich, Boot Manufacturer. Nov 15 at 10.45. 
reat Eastern Hotel, Liverpool st 
oe = Grimsby, Smack Owner. Nov 16 at 1.80. Off Rec, 3, Haven st, 
rimsby 
CaNnN, FREDERICK, Bridgnorth, Salop, Veterinary Surgeon. Nov 16 at 11.30. 
ounty Court, Madeley 
CHALONER, ROBERTS FREDERICK, York, no occupation, Nov 18 at 2.30. Off Rec, 
17, Blake st. York 
CLEGG. AARON, Oswaldtwistle, Lancashire, Stonemason. Nov 15 at 2.30. Com- 
mercial Hotel. Blackburn rd, Accrington 
DavIiEs, CHARLES, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Boot Dealer. Nov 18 at 2. Off 
Ree, 3, Crockherbtown, Cardiff 
Dix, Joun, ‘Maiden lane, Covent Garden, Club Proprietor. Nov 16 at 2.30. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
DREw, GEORGE, Chalk Farm rd, Licensed Victualler. Nov 17 at 11. 38, Oarey 
st. Lincoln's inn ; 
one JAMES, Peterborough, Farmer. Nov 25 at 12. County Court, Peter- 
oroug 
FREERGARD, ALFRED, Aston juxta Birmingham, Brewers’ Agent. Nov 18 at 3. 
26, Colmore row, Birmingham 
GLANVILLE, FRANCIS Frrratv 8, Qneen’s gate, South Kensington, Surgeon. Nov 
15ati1. Bankruptcy bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Harris, EDWARD LORENZO, Brighton, Confectioner. Nov 15 ati2. Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bdgs. Brighton 
Haw —. WILLIAM, Enmore, Somerset, Labourer. Nov 17 at11. Bristol Arms 
Hotel, Bridgwater 
a CHARLES, Market Drayton, Plumber. Nov 16 ati1. Royal Hotel, 


Hemeis(,, 'BEENHARD LEOPOLD, Palace rd, Crouch End, Cl “f 
poy ay nd, Clerk. Nov 16 at 11. 





| WESTON, ALDEN, Pa) 














Haz, THOMAS, Cardiff, Furniture Dealer. Nov 18 at 3. Off Rec, 3, Crockherb- 
town, Cardiff 
Honey, JOHN, Exeter, Engineer. Nov 16ati1. Castle of Exeter, Exeter 


HwuntT, ROBERT, Derby. Licensed Victualler’s Manager. Nov 18 at 3. Off Rec, 
St James's chambers, Derby 

Joun, HOWELL, St Clears, Carmarthenshire, Weaver. Nov 15atil. Off Rec, 
11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

LANDER. ee | Liverpool, Merchant. Nov 16 at 2. Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 

iverpoo: 

LE Bas, CHARLES, Charterhouse sq. Aldersgate st, Gent. Nov 16 at 12. Bankruptoy 
bidgs, Portug:l st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

LONG, EDWARD, Thurleigh, Bedfordshire, Blacksmith. Nov 23 at 10.30. 8, 8t 
Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Mappocks, JOSEPH, Crewe, Coachbuilder. Nov 16 at 10.30. Royal Hotel, Crewe 


MADELEY, FREDERICK, Birmingham, Merchant. Nov 17 at12.30. Queen’s Hotel, 
Pirmingb am 

MARSH: ag pn Newcastle on Tyne, Clothier. Nov 1éat2. Off Rec, 22, Park 
row. eeds 

MILLER, — H, Gt Grimsby, Carter. Nov 16 at1, Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt 
Grim 

MILs, HENRY, Walsa'l, Ironfounder. Nov 16 at11. Off Rec, Walsall 


MITTON, JOSEPH, Long Preston, Yorks, Farmer. Noviéati2.30. Ashfield Hotel, 
ettie 

Moopy, JoHN, and WILLIAM Moopy, Kingston upon Hull, Painters. Nov 17 at 
11. Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull, 

MORLEY, WILLIAM, Darliogton, Licensed Victualler. Nov 22ati1. Off Rec, 8 
Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Moxon, FRANCIS HENRY, Pontefract, Merchant. Nov 15at 11. Off Rec, Bond 
terr. Wakefield 

PARKER, JOSEPH, Sheepy Magna, Leices, Farmer. Nov 18 at 11. 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 

PEARSE, WILLIAM, East Stonehouse, Devon, Forage Dealer. Nov 18 at 11. 18, 
Frankfort st, Plymouth 

im 5 enenae, Leeds, Confectioner. Nov 16at 11. Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

eeds 

PeErrson, THOMAS, Rinderwell, Yorks, Innkeeper. Nov 22 at 11. Off Ree, 8, 
Albert rd, Middlesborough 

POLLARD, JOHN. Moretonhampstead, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Nov 15 at 11. 
Castle of Exeter, Exeter 

PRENDERGAST, MARTIN JOSEPH, Liverpool, Supplier of Brushmakers’ Materials. 
Nov 18 at 3. Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

PRINCE, GEORGE, Pont st, Be Igravia, Secretary to the Prince’s Club. Nov 16 at 
12, 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s ion 

RICHARDS, NICHOLAS WATKINS, Barking rd, Canning Town, Grocer. Nov 17 at 
2.30. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s ina fields 

SHARP, WILLMER JAMES, Kingslana rd, Builder. Novi7 at 11. Bankruptcy 
bides, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

SmiTH, TIMOTHY JOHN, Brinkley, Cambs, Turf Agent. Nov 16 at 

SwaInE, THOMAS, Macclesfield, Watchmaker. ov 15 at 11. Off hen, 23, King 
Edward st, Macclesfield 

ieee Davin, Pencarreg, Carmarthenshire, Farmer. Nov 15 at 3. Off Rec, 

Quay st. Carmarthen 

Waxnaine. JAMES WHITELEY, Elstree, Hertfordshire, Licensed Victualler. 
Nov 18 at 51.30. Cannon st Hotel 

WALLACE, JaMES JEFFRIES, Philpot lane, Financial Agent. Nov 15at12. 33, 
Carey st, Lincol.’s inn 


| WEBLEY, WILLIAM, a a Tydfil, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Nov 16at12. Off 


Ree, Merthyr iy dfil 
Mall. Novi5ati1. 33, Carey st, Liacoln’s inn 


‘Wireon, JOHN, Colchester, Licensed Victualler. Nov 15ati1. Tuwn Hall, Col- 

chester 

WOODHEAD, EDMUND, Batley, Yorks, out of business. Nov 15at3. Off Rec, 
Bank chbrs, Batley 

WRIGHTSON, ROBERT ORMSTON, Stockton on Tees, out of business. Nov 22 at 11. 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Waiont, FREDERICK, York, Tobacco Dealer. Nov 15at12. Off Rec, 17, Blake 
st, ror 
The following amended notice is auinatiinte’ for that publishe1 in the 

ondon Gazette of Nov 4. 

Mappock, JAMES, Newport, Mon, Shipping Agent. Nov 15 at12. Off Rec, 12, 

Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 
ADJUDICATIONS 
Aszang, $ +, Mottisfont, Hants, Farmer. Southampton. Pet Oct 20. Ord 


BantorT, Pzncr, Kingston upon Hull, Corn Merchant. Kingston upon Hu. 
Pet Sept 22. Ord Nov 5 
BATE, JAMES, York, Watchmaker. York. Pet Nov4. Ord Nov 4 


Batty, GEORGE, Bradford, Warehouseman, Bradford, Pet Nov3, Ord Nov3 


BEACHER, GEORGE FREDERICK, Chapelt. wn, nr Sheffield, Engineer. Barnsley. 
Pet Oct 10. Ord Nov 3 
BLACKBURN, CHARLES, Sheffield, Joiner. Sheffield. Pet Sept 28. Ord Nov8 


BRYCE, Gyrace, address unknown, Cheesemonger. High Court. Pet Sept 28 
Ord Nov 4 

CROMANS, SAMUEL, Tamworth, out of business. Birmingham. Pet Nov3. Ord 
Nov 3 

CuMMINS, HENRY RODENHURST, and SAMUEL PRINCE HEATLEY, Liverpool, Mer- 
chants. Liverpool. Pet Sept 30. Urd Nov 3 

FIncH. JOHN Foy poh Birchington on Sea, Kent, Builder. Canterbury. Pet 

ov 3. rd Nov 3 

Fray? ~ RoBERT, Gt Grimsby, Smack Owner. Gt Grimsby. Pet Nov4. Ord 
Nov5 

GALLOWAY, JOSEPH, Sapcton, nr Market Weighton, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet 
Oct 18. Ord Nov : 

GILBERT, ALICE, and Wirt1ax GILBERT, Shawell, Leicestershire, Farmers. 
Leicester. Pet Oct 12. Ord Novi ; 

GLANVILLE, FRANCIS FERRATUS, Clareville grove, South Kensington, Surgeon. 
Hizh Court. Pet Oct8. Ord Nov4 

Hastan, WILLIAM WyNDHAM, Chichester, Esq. Brighton. Pet June 3. Ord 


Nov 

HoitmMEs, Emma, Newcastle on Tyne, Dealer in Machines. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet Oct 21. Ord Nov 4 

oe Calverley, Yorks, Boot Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet Nov 
4. Ord Nov4 

J oun, Bowens, St Clears, Carmarthenshire, Weaver. Carmarthen. Pet Oct 29. 

r ov 3 
Joy, ee FREDERICK, Colchester, Engineer. Colchester. Pet Oct11. Ord 


No 
KITSON, » Janes, Buntingford, He1tfordshire, Grocer. Cambridge. Pet Oct 25. 
re 2 


Nnejens, JAMES, Fulmodestone, Norfolk, Publican. Norwich. Pet Oct 14. 

Nov4 

ieee, JAMES, Hemel Hempstead, Corn Miller. St Albans. Pet Oct 21. Ord 
29 

OWEN, EvAN, Bangor, Grocer. Bangor, Pet Nov5. Ord Nov5 


PEARSE, WILLIAM, East Stonehouse, Devon, Forage Dealer. East Stonehouse, 
Pet Oct 28, Ord Nov 5 
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PEARSON, THOMAS, Leeds, Confectioner. 

PE TRON THOMAS, Hinderwell, Yorks, ninnkee keeper. 
Middlesborough. 2 v2 

RAWCLIFFE, JosrPH_Leeds, Grocer. cate 


Rois, JoHN CasE, Wimborne Minster. Grocer. Poole. 


ROTHEROE, WILT IAM, Birmingham, Builder. Birmingham. Pet Oct 28. Ord Nov4 


Tuomas, Davin, Pencarreg, Carmarthens' , Farmer. 


Ord Nov 3 


Von HAGEN, CHRISTIAN, Lower Sloane st, Uhelsea, Baker. High Court. Pet 


Oct 44. Ord Nov 4 


WALKER, JAMES ARTHUR, West Bromwich, Staffs, Draper. Oldbury. Pet Oct 


rd,Grocer. High Court. Pet Nov 2. 
WINTERBOTTOM, JOHN, Oldham, Commercial Traveller. Oldham. Pet Oct 4. 


22. Ord Oct 4 
WESTOVER, ALFRED, Kingsland 


Ord Nov 3 


WricHt, FREDERICK, York, Tobacco Dealer. York. Pet Nov2. Ord Nov? 
RECEIVING ORDER RESOINDED = ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. | DEBENTURES AND BILIS OF SALE 


Vink, RICHARD MAYLE WHICHELO, ty » Clerk. 


Leeds. Pet Nov2. Ord Novs 
Stockto: 


Pet Nov 4. 


| 
m on Sees and | 
| 


Ord Nov 4 
Pet Nov5. Ord Nov5 


Nov. 15.—Wessrs 


Carmarthen. Pet Oct 31. | 


PERKINS 
| p.m., Freehold tne ~A (see advertisem 
| Nov. 16.—Messrs. BAXTER. PAYNE, & LEPPER, 
E.C., at 2 p.m., Leasehold Property (see civerteunenh, Nov. 5, p.8 
Nov. 18. Messrs. EDWIN Fox & BousFI4LD, at the Mart, Tokeahouse-yard, at 2 2 
m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties and Stocks and Shares in 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


& Csr, at the Mart, Teahouse yard, E.C., at 2 
ent, Nov. 12, = 
at the Mart, ‘Tolkenhouse-yard, 





Ord Nov 4 | 


High Court. Ree Ord | 





| as Co. (eee advertisement, Nov. 5, p. 7). 
| 
| 


| CURRENT TOPIOS ..ccocscce-cocscsees 17 | NEw ORDERS, 
BY COMPANIES AND THE BILLS OF 


CONTENTS. 


&O, ccccce-ccccercccce 27 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL «..+00.-00 29 
LeGaL News coccce coo 29 











May 5. Adjud May 16. Resc and Anouw ‘Aug 9 BALB AOTB.0.0 wccccce cocce-+ccce $0. | Ease DAMIEN: scone covcccoccusccce. OA 

ADJ JUDICATION ANNULLED. THE MERCHANDISE Marks. Act, WINDING-UP NOTICES .....000 .-.00 3t 

LAKE, GEORGE STEERS GRAHAM, Brighton, Gent. High Court. Adjud June 1. OEE.. <se0kb... sew weeds ond occnne + 20 | CREDITORS’ NOTICES ..coccce seeee Sl 

‘annul Oct 31 CORRESPONDENCE .....0c0 sscee .-- 21 | BANKRUPTOY NOTIOES.....cce .csoe 32 
FIRE!! BURGLARS!! EDE AND SON, 





JOHN TANN’S| 


“ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SAFES — 


ROBE fet MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


| To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 


the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 


| ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 5s.,and £8 5s. 


LISTS FREE. 


11, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C. 


price 6s. 6d. 








Now ready, crown 8vo, 560 pp., 
N ¥Y LAWYER; a Concire ‘Abridgment of, | 
and Popular Guide to, the Laws of England, 
By a Barrister-at-Law. | “ Verified by references to 
the highest author ities.’ 
Londun: KEGAN PAUL, Trewcn, & Co, and all Book- 
sellers 








crown 8vo. cloth boards, gilt lettered, 
- post-free | 
4s. 9d 


Ae “STUDENT” S GUIDE to PRID- 
AUX’S CONVEYANCING. By JOHN 
INDERMAUR, Solicitor, &c. Being Notes to 
Prideaux, Questions, Epitome of Conveyanciog Acts, lJ 
1881 and 1882, Set'led Land Act, 1882, and Married | 
Women’s reo Act, 1882, &c. 
Published by GEO. BARBER, 16, Cursitor-street, } 
Cl hancery- -lane, and all Bookse lers. 


CONTINUATION OF CHITIY’S STATUTES. 
Now ready, price 103. 

BE STATUTES of PRACTICAL 

WTILITY for 1887. Arranged with Fail | | 

Notes in continuation of Chitty’s Statutes. By J. M 
LELY, Ecsq., Barrister-at- Law. 
London : 

H. SWEET & Sons, 3, Chancery-lane 
Stevens & Sons, 1 9, Chancery-lane, Law Publishers. 


LA% BUUBS.—To the Legal Profession. 
j —WILDY & SONS, Law Booksellers and on 
porters, Lincoln’ oie Archw: ay Londoa, W.C., 
open to PURCHASE LAW LIBRARIES (large or 
small) in Town or xB Valuations made for 
Probate Partnership, &c. "Viscemaed Valuers). 

- Large Stock of New and Second-hand Text- 
Boske, Reports, Statutes. &c., always on Sale 
Catalogues gratis. 


Now ready, 
re = published at 5s. 6¢ 











ESTABLISHED 1840. 
Registered athren | for Telegrams—“‘ WILDYs,” 
London. 





2OOKS BO UGHT. —To Executors, Solici- 


AL 





tors, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, 
Strand, and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES 
or smaller collections of Books, in town or country. 
giving the utmost value in cash. Experien 
valuers sent. Removals without trouble or expense | 
to sellers, Established 1816. Telegraphic Ad 
**Bookmen, London” 


BUCA TION .—To Solicitors and other 
Professional Men and Gentlemen of Limited In- 
come.—A few boys, sons of the above, are admitted 
into a well-known School of high tone on ay 
reduced fees.—For full particulars address, in strict | 
eonfidence, “Mu,” care of Messrs. Relfe Bros., 6, | 
Charterhouse-buildings, Aldersgate, City, E.C. 


MEMORY. 
ARK TWAIN says of Professor 














| aur from tight years of a Se S for th 





LOISETTE’S system :—‘“I had before bom 
able, like most people, to store up and lose things in | 
the dark cellsir of my memory. but he pA me 
how to LIGHT UP the cellar.”—Prospectus pcst- 
free # from Professor LOISETTE, 37, New Oxford-street, | 

ondon, 





SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


YOUNG GENTLEMAN Cawmbridye 
Graduate) desires Clerkship ; ary not an 
— — Address, D. M., 887 Box, 402, Strand, Ww.o. 
GENTLEMAN, with 4 years’ experieuce 
in country and 1} ‘in town practice of Convey- 
ancing, Common Law, and Admiralty, desires a 








| Managing Clerkship in town or country; a clerkship 


with a view to brome we | prete . — Address, 
G. U. V., care of Pritchard & Sons, 9, Gracechurch- 
street, E.c. 


(CASHIER, or other Confidential Position 
not legal) in a Solicitor’s or other office; long | 
oma in the collection of rents and manage- 
ment of house property ; thorough'y reliable in every 
way ; varied business experience ; well understands 
book-keeping; unexceptionable references. —Address, 
J. K., care of Coombes & Uo., 10, Paternoster- 
square, E,C. 





WV ANZED, by a City Fira of Solicitors, 


a Clerk competent to take the management 


| of Mercantile and General Business without Super- 


Vision 5 unexceptional personal references required. 
plication, y letter in the first instance, to be 
made to N. B., care of Rowe & Co., Quality-court, 

Chancery a. 


Er you want Money without tees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 

= ree, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
stree’ 


HE SOCIETY of ACCOUNTANTS and 
AUDITORS. (Incorporated 1885.) The Fellows 
d Associates of this Society practice in all parts of 
the United Kingdom, and are styled * Incorporated 
Accountants.”’ Lists of the Members and all infor- 
mation may be obtained upon <2 to the 

Secretary. By order of the Council, 

JAMES MARTIN Secretary. 
_ Offices : 8, Newgate-street, London, EC. 


HE WICK, Fuarze-hill, Brighton.—U, G. 
ALLUM, M. A., Scholar ot Trinity Hall, Cam- 
bridge, formerly with the Rev. K. St. John Parry, | 
MA., of Stoke-house, Slough, and for 10 years 
Assistant - Master at Brighton C = “Babul Sekt 
School 








Scholarships and Entrance 





ADEIRA.—REID'S HO TELS.—Splen- 

did Climate; every comfort for Visitors ; | 

short sea passage. Santa Ulara under new masage- 
ment.—Apply to WILLIAM REID. 


FrUsNIsE yo ur HOUSES or APAR I. | 
Et ata a te on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and most liberal. 
Founded A.D. 1868. 
Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 





Particulars, ae, 5 te ~ ge eptniom, testimonials ’ 


F, MOEDER, 


| road, rh 19, 20, and 21, “orwell-street, W 


ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 


] 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 
1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 
500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d. 
English made. 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT, 


| WODDERSPOON & CO.,, 
| 7, SERLE STREET, ay 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.O. 


OME for the TREATMENT and CURE 

of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 

—— Shot House, Twickenham. — Charmingly 

secluded. Gentlemen only. Limi number taken. 

Billiard room, library, lawn tennis court, bowls, - 
The whole staff pledged abstainers. Terms—2} to 

neas wee ticulars from oe Modicat 

uperintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R. yy and 

reference is permitted to Messrs. eases 5 Morzis, 

| Solicitors, 95a, Queen Victoria-street, pt 2, 


] NTEMPERANCE, — Private Home for 

reception of 6 Ladies. Terms from 1} to3 guineas 
weekly. Highest professional references given, for 
which, and other particulars, apply to Miss PUDNEY, 
Buxton House, Earl’s Colne, Essex. 


INTEMPERANCE. 


THE MORPHIA HABIT AND THE ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME (Established 1864) 

for the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the 
Upper and her Middle-classes suffering from the 
qbove. Highly successful results. C 6 kept. 
Private sittin ae if required. Medical attendant, 


DF ae & 1 he Pri M 
mor terms, C., Bi t > nei rs, 
Tower ‘alten La Leiceste pel, 











THEOBALD, 


()FEIOES | to be Le. ion 8 “splendid 

a fine buildio e Law 
Courts, the Patent Office, and the Uhan -lane 
Safe Deposit; lighted by electric light, and with 





on, oy 250, Tottenhenn-sousy | and the Basement, also containing three 
. Estab- suitable for Country Solicitors wan' 


~~ convenience ; moderate rent; well suited of . 
tor, law stationer, or patent "agent. Tra, & 
| oo Collector’s Office, in the Hall of 63 and 64, 
| cery- lane. 
OLILOITORS.—A fine Suite of Offices 
three or five Rooms) to be iam, at New Stone- 
buil Chance: Coy close to the Law Courts 
and the Chancery-lane Safe Deposlt; wie ited by elec- 
tric light; every ‘nag ny h moderate rent. Ose of 
| elegant Arbitration Rooms Building at re- 
| duced Terms. of pRly at the  Gotlector s Office, in the 
Hall of 63 and 64, Chancery-la: 


FFIUES ana OHAMBERS. — Lofty 
| and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 








Let at Lonsdale bers, No. 27, %,, Chamecny-Sane 
{opposite the ae, los Courts). Also large, well- 

| ed Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c,— 
Apply to Messrs. LAUNDY & .. Chartered Account. 
“ant on the premises. 


KFICES to LEL.—To Woolbrokers, 

Seitiom, Lasonetnata, and others.—A Suite 

of ot Bienes light the Second Floor of a new 
og iu the best part of Coleman-street, two 

| malamtes from the Bank of England; rent, £260 a 
year. A Suite of Three Rooms on the Fin Floor ; 

also a Suite of Three Rooms on the Third Floor.— 

Apply to8S. x Any & RUNTZ, 22, Moorgate-street, 








10 LKIT.—10, Lincoln’s inn-fields, W.0.— 
The Third Floor, competing Doce good rooms, 
a Oftices in 
iT aed and £100.—A 
\3 fora ren eG, pply to Heunsy Ici, 
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t‘LINCOLN’S INN. 
A very important Freehold Estate, covering an area 
ot aout 4,000 superficial feet, situate in Bear-yard, 
= Four Freehold Houses in Portsmouth- place, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. _ 
OHN DAWSON & SON have received 
instructions to SELL by AU CHOON. at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, City, on THURSDAY, 
Ist DECEMEER, 1887. at ONE for TWO o’cloe uk, the 
important FREEHOLD PREMISES, comprising 
warehouses and sets of stabling, and large rooms 
over same, occupying the centre of Bear-yard, 
closely adjoining Lincoln’s-inn- fields, possessing an 
area of about 4,000 superficial feet; also, in separate 
lots, Four Houses, teing 7,8, 10, and 13, 
nlace, lying between the Courts of Justice and 
olborn. The central situation of this property 
offeis exceptioval advantages to capitalists and 
others as a sound and speculative investment. 
Particula:s, with plans and conditions of the sale, may 
be obtained at the Mart; of Edward F. Hicks, Esq., 
3 and 4, Liocoln’s-inn-fields ; and of John Dawson & 
Son, Land and Auction Offices, 4, Lincolu’s inn- fields, 
W.c, 


PECKHAM. 

Valuable Freehold Ground-rents, amounting to £705 
per annum, secured upon 156 houses and shops. 
situate in sOwtnny = 5608, Barset - road, and 
Machell-road ‘ 

1 USHWORTH & STEVENS are instructed 

by the Executors of Sir W. W. Knighton. Bart., 
deceased, toSELL byAUCTION, atthe MART,Toker- 
house-yard, E.©.. on Ww EDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 

23, at ONE for TWO, in 33 Lots, vi uuable FREEHOLD 

GROUND-RENTS, amounting to £705 per anrum, 

amply secured upon 156 houses and shops, comprisins 

resrly the whole of Howbury. road, Barset-ro: ad. and 

Machell-road, Peckham. conveniently situated within 

a short distance of the Nunhead Station on the 

Chstham and Dover Railway, near to tramway and 

omnibus routes, and in the midst of a well-letting 

neighbourhood, ctfering to trustees and capitalists 
most desirable investments 

Particulars may be had of Messrs. Pollock & Co, 
Solicitors, 6, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. ; atthe Mart; 
and of the Auctioneers, 22, Savile-row, V 


On behalf of the Crown. 


ment. 

R® U Saw ORTH & STEVENS are directed 
y the Administrator on behalf of the 
to SEL. by AUCTION, at the MAKT, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C.. on FRIDAY, DEC. 2, at ONE for TWO, 
superior SET of STABLING, situate No. 29 (late 4a 
Queen’s-gate-mews, South Kensington, containing 
five stalls and a loo-c« box, double carriagi hoes, 
harness room, living r ®, and loft. 
at a rent of £80 per annum, and held for an unexpired 
term of 64 years, at the very low ground-rent of £5 

per annum. 
Particulars may be had at the Offices of the Solicitor 
to the Treasury, Whitehall, 8.W.; at the Mart; and 
of the Auctioneers, 22, Savile-row, Regent- street, 


OLD KENT ROAD and NEW CROSS, 
Fiigible Freehold pig ene pS comprising two dwell- 
ing-houses, Nos. 32 end Mawbey-road, anc 

semi - cetached Villa ecthunen. No. 106, 

Cross-road, together of the estin lated rental value 

of £115 perapnum. 

N ESSRS. PERKINS & CESAR will 

SELL the above, at the AUC ag MARTI, 
‘tokenhouee-yard, City, on TUESDAY, NOV. 15, at 
TWOo feloch peer isely, in Lots. 

Particulars, with conditions of sale, may be had at 
the Auction Mart; of Messrs. Arkcoll & Cockell, 
Solicitors, 41 and 42, Tooley-street, S.E.; and of the 
Auctioneers, 75, Tooley-street, 3 =. 





DEPTF ORD. 

An Eligible Freehoid Shop and Dwel ing- house, 
High-street, close to the Broadway, whereiu the 
old-established business of a cheesemonger and 
provision dealer has been carried on for many 
years. Let on lease at a rent of £110 per annum. 

M E8:RS. PEKKINS & CAESAR will 

SELL the above by AUCTION, at the 
T, Tokenhouse-yard, City, on TU "ESDAY, 

Nov EMBER 15th, 187, at TWO o’clock precisely. 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of 

Messrs. Glynes & Co., Solicitors, 29, ark-lane, 

E.C.; of Messrs. Everett & Whibley, Accountants, 

13, King William-street, E.C.; and of the Auction- 

eers, 75, Tooley-street, Southwark, 8.E. 


ESSRS. JOHNSUN & DYMUND beg 

to announce that their Sales by Auction of 

Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 

&c., are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
and Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, 
and others is particularly calle 'd to this ready means 
for the disposal of Property of deceased and other 
clients. 

In consequence of the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses, 

Valuations for Probate or‘lranster. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C, 

Mewrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, Piece 

Goods, Household and Office Furniture, 


18, 


Baturday excepted). 


Portsmouth- | 


—Capital Leasehold Invest- | 


Crown | 


* | rangements, Xc, 


Let upon lease | 


W. | 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1897. 


V ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
A FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground. rents, Advowsons, Reversions 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng- 
land, in the City of London, as follows:— 
Tues., Nov 22 | Tues., Dec 13 

Auctions can al so be held on other days. In order to 
ublicity, due notice should be given. 
rhe peri od heleeen such notice and the proposed auc- 
tion must considerably depend upon the nature of the 
property to be sold, A printed scale of terms can be 
had at 80, Cheapside, or will be forwarded. Telephone 

,503, 


No. 1,5 

y ESSRS. ‘DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
A FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST cf 
ZSTATES‘and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
‘hares, House Property and Investments generally, is 
1 1ed on the first day of each month, and may be 
d, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
C. or will be sent by post in return for three stamps.— 
Particulars for insertion should be received not later than 
four days previous to to the end o ‘f the preceding month, 


J, REEHOL D GROUND . KENT, £70 


4 secured on 20 houses west of London, reversion 
to rack rents (£325) in 50 years; price £1,f05; can be 
livided.—Address, H. R., 32, Trec degar-sq., Bow, E. 


(js4Meee for CIT ¥Y GENTLEMEN ! 


nsure roper 


(\HAMBERS for PROFESSIONAL GEN- 
TLEMEN! 


+ ITAMBERS and OFFICES COMBINED! 





CHAMBER tS, and RESI- 
DENCES.—Adjoining the Temple, close to the 
teyal Courts of Justice, Lincoln’s-inn, and the 
Strand, and within five minutes’ walk of the City ; 
utr ul and quiet, with immediate rail and omnibus 
iveyance to all parts of town. Hydraulic lifts, 
| vant at ‘in g by steam-ra‘iators, perfect Sanitary ar- 
Rents of remaining rooms to let, 
| from £20 to £99. Suites, £100 to £250 —Apply to the 
Seer tary or the Stew: rd, -. aoe premises, Temp le- 
chambers, Temple-avenue, E 


I AW UNION FIRE and ‘LIFE INSU- 
i 


RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 


( FFICES, 


The 


Chi2t Offic 
16, CHANCERY L ANE, “LONDON, W.C 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 
upwards of £1,900,000 sterling 
Chairman—J aMES CUDDON, Esq., of the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
puty-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee 
& Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 
Lite Policy, which is free from all conditions, 
Policies of Insurance granted against the 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 
The Company ADVANCES Money on Mortgage of 
Life Interests and Reversions, whether absolute or 
contingent. 
The Company also purchases Reversions. 
Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ Report and 
Annual Balance Sheet, and every information, sent 
post-free on application to 
FRANK MoGEDY, Actuary i and Sec retary. 


[MPERIAL Fine INSURANCE COM 


pisdhiaon 1803, 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, S.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,550,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
Gereral Manage r. 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836, 


D 


contin- 





ABERDEEN: 





Trustees, | 


& D. are enabled to include large or small | 


Carpe ts, | 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the week | 


Lowpor: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C, 1, 
Union-terrace 
INCOME & FUNDS (1886) : - 
MiUMS eo ” vee £582,000 
LIS see 193,000 
13 -,000 
£3,297,006 


Fire Pre 
ee 


‘ 
“ eee oe 


Pes + rande” ya = 


PEVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 

vu RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY IN'TEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


capitalized, 
F, 8. CLAYTON, 
C, H, CLAYTON, 


Joint — 
Secretaries, 


KENT. 





nly Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom | 
which transacts both Fire and Lite Insurance Busi- } * 
| general assets of the Corporation, and are spe cially 





HALF-A-MILLION Per Annum 
is Paid in Death Claims by the 
Standard Life Office. Funds, 6} 
Millions, which have increased 50 
per cent. in last 15 years. Loans 
advanced and Assurances granted 
on Liberal Terms 


TANDARD LIFE OFFICE, 


83, King William-street, E.C., and 
3, Pall Mall East, 8.W. 

H. JONES WILLIAMS, 
______——s—s General Secretary. 
FIRE OFFICE—EstTp., IN 1802 
LIFE OFFICE-—EstTp. In 1824 

Chief Office—MAIDSTONE. 
Branch | LONDON. 124, Cannon-street, E.C. 
Offices 1 MANCHESTER, 1, Cooper-street. 

One of the most recent claims upon the Company 
was under Life Policy No. 503, issued in 1833 for £800, 
and which had acquired Bonus yO amounting 
to £2,015, increasing the policy to £2.8 

i SEYF. ANG, 
Secretary and General Manager. 


HE MORTGAGE INSURANCE OOR- 
PORATION, LIMITED. 


Head Offices— 
Winchester poe Old _ Broad - street, 
London, F 
Liverpool Offices— 
5, Cook-street, Liverpool. 


Chairman—The Rt. Hon. E. PLEYDELL BOUVERIE. 
Vice-Chairman—Sir SYDNEY H. WATERLOW, Bart. 





£713,000, 


Capital Subscribed 
142,000, 


Paid-up Capital 


INSURANCE of ‘MORTGAGES 

This Corporation issues policies insuring the repay- 
ment of moneys advanced on mortgage or invested 
in the purchase of Debentures and other like securi- 
ties and the payment of the interest thereon. 

The attention of Trustees is specially directed to the 
advantages offered by these insurances, which will re- 
lieve Trustees of any re sponsiblity arising from the 
possibility of loss in connection wi ith any of their 


| investments, while Mortgagees generally are able to 


absolutely secure their advances. 
REDEMPTION of LEASEHOLDS. 

The Corporation also issues policies Pe ayable by @ 
single or periodical premium, insuring the return ot 
capital iuvested in leasehold and other terminable 
sec urities, including Debentures and Preference 

Shares, extending over long or short periods. 

The funds of this department are distinct from the 


lnvested in the names of the toll wing Trustees, 
on behalf of the policy-holders of the Uapital Re- 
demption Fund :— 

The Rt. Hon. E. Pleydell! The Lord Anson, 

Bouverie. | John Pender, Esq. 

For prospectuses and all information apply to 

Messrs. Oliver Jones, Bills me & Co. (the Resident 
Secretaries at sarenges) ; i or t : 

PRIN SEP, Secretary. 


Winchester-house, OL i As 1-street, 
London, E.C. 


ACCIDENTS AT HOME ANU ABROAD 


Railway Acvidents, Employer's Liability, 
INSURED AGAINST BY 


THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY 
64, CORNHILL, LONDON. 
Income £246,000. 


COMPENSATION PAID ror 118,000 ACCIDENTS. 
£2,350,000. 

MODERATE PREMIUMS — FAVOURABLE CONDITIONS 
Prompt and Liberal Settlement of Claims. 
CHAIRMAN—HARVIE M. FARQUHAR, Ese. 
West-End Office:—8, Grand Hotel Buildings, W.C.; 
Head Office :—64, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 

WILLIAM J. VIAN. Secretary. 
ESTABLISHED 1851. 
IREBEOX BAN K 
Routhamptes: pendings, © hancery-lane. 

THREE per CENT. INTE — ST allowed on 
DEPOSITS, repays able on demand 

TWO _ per NT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS a sleuiated on the minimum moathly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Se curities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons ; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, SHares, and Annuities. Letters of 


Credit and Circular Notes issue 
The BIRKBECK ALMAN AG, with full particu- 


lars, post-free, on applicatior 
FRANCIS RAVE NSCROFT, Manager. 
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